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Critical Acclaim
for the Original Edition of
Command, Control, and the Common Defense

®  Winner of the 1991 Edgar S. Furniss Book Award given by
the Mershon Center at Ohio State University, as an outstanding
contribution to national security studies

B Lead volume on the Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff's
professional military reading list (JCS Pub. 1)

3

“A definitive work from both a historical and practical viewpoint . . . A

‘must read’.”
—Admiral William J. Crowe, Jr., U.S. Navy Ret.;
former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

“An exceptionally rich exploration of the historical as well as current
dimensions of the [interservice] problem.”

—Russell F. Weigley, author of The American Way of War,
in the Journal of American History

“Those with responsibility for the organization and direction of United

States defense . . . ignore this book at their cost.”
—Martin Edmonds, American Political Science Review

“[Allard] provides an unparalleled basis for assessing where we are and
where we must go if we are to solve the joint and combined command
and control challenges facing the U.S. military as it [makes a
transition] to the twenty-first century.”

—~General Edward C. Meyer, U.S. Army Ret., former Chief of
Staff, U.S. Army, Armed Forces Journal

“Anyone who wants to be more than a dilettante in command and control
must understand what Lt. Col. Allard describes and documents in this

marvelous volume.”
—Admiral W.J. Holland, Jr., U.S. Navy Ret., Signal Magazine

“A roman a clef in a usually dry, technocratic field . . . Allard has forged a
powerful tool for effective use by modern military forces in the
information age.”

—Robert Hunter, Center for Strategic and International Studies
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This book is respectfully dedicated to the memory of Congressman
Bill Nichols of Alabama—Soldier, statesman, patriot

The Romans said, “If you would have peace, you must be prepared for
war.” And while we pray for peace, we can never forget that organization,
no less than a bayonet or an aircraft carrier, is a weapon of war. We owe it
to our soldiers, our sailors, our airmen, and our marines to ensure that this
weapon is lean enough, flexible enough, and tough enough to help them
win if, God forbid, that ever becomes necessary.

From the opening statement by Congressman Nichols
House Armed Services Committee
Hearings on the Reorganization of the
Department of Defense
February 19, 1986
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Preface to the Revised Edition

Two things in life are really gratifying for an author: finishing a
project and finding out, usually much later, that these words and ideas may
actually have been of some use to the reader. This is especially true if
these people are students in either our military or civilian educational
institutions. The study of information age conflict has captured growing
attention in the media and academe over the last several years; so | am
deeply grateful that this book is being made available to students entering
this rapidly changing field.

One of the challenges facing the writer is keeping up with those
developments. While Command, Control, and the Common Defense
provides a historical perspective on a contemporary problem, it was written
in the late 1980s; since then, the end of the Cold War and the American
experience in the Gulf War have provided some fundamentally new
perspectives of their own. Re-written history has its own pitfalls; a better
solution was to leave the original content intact and to add as an epilogue a
chapter which originally appeared in a 1995 anthology on the Gulf War.
Both works have, of course, been edited for consistency.

Thanks are due to the editors of both Yale University Press, original
publishers of Command, Control, and the Common Defense, and Westview
Press, publishers of Turning Point: The Gulf War and U.S. Military
Strategy, for their kindness in granting permission for this revised edition
to be published; in particular, John Covell of Yale Press and Michael
Mazarr of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, the editor of
Turning Point. Dr. David S. Alberts, Director of Advanced Concepts,
Technologies, and Information Strategies at National Defense University,
provided not only the support that made this publication possible but also
much encouragement and many helpful suggestions. Advice and production
assistance by the following people are gratefully acknowledged: Rhonda
Storey-Gross, Rosemaria B. Bell, Richard L. Layton, and Rear Admiral
(ret.) Gary F. Wheatley. My appreciation for the people recognized in the
acknowledgments to the original volume remains undiminished.

Finally, there is reason to ponder in the light of more contemporary
developments one of the major points in that original work: that the tight
integration demanded by emerging command and control technologies
often runs afoul of existing command structures and theories of warfare. As
I completed the revisions to this edition while serving on special
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assignment with the NATO Implementation Force in Bosnia, there were
daily reminders of the truth of that statement. I hope that this book will be
especially useful to students—and particularly to those who will one day
be charged with adapting these old circumstances to new strategic realities.

CKA
1st Armored Division, Bosnia
June 1996
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1 Paradigms and Perspectives

On November 14, 1985, Secretary of Defense Caspar
W. Weinberger appeared before the Senate Armed Services
Committee at a hearing called to examine the organization of his
department. At issue was a broadly crafted piece of legislation
introduced by Senators Barry Goldwater and Sam Nunn to
correct Pentagon organizational and command problems widely
believed to have been at the heart of operational failures such as
the 1980 Iranian hostage rescue attempt and the 1983 bombing
of the Marine barracks in Beirut. Even the successful American
invasion of Grenada two years before was included in this
criticism, especially when allegations were made that the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine contingents deployed to the island
had experienced difficulty communicating with one another and
coordinating their movements. The most widely reported
incident in that conflict was the apocryphal tale that an Army
element, pinned down by enemy fire and unable to communicate
with supporting ships and aircraft from the other services, had
used the island’s telephone system and one soldier’s AT&T
credit card to place a long-distance call to Fort Bragg in order to
send a message.!

That this story was never subsequently confirmed and that the
soldier in question was never produced did not prevent the inci-
dent from taking its place in popular mythology (a version of it
even appeared in a 1986 movie, Heartbreak Ridge, which was
loosely modeled on the Grenada operation). It was not particularly
surprising that the senators’ questioning of Secretary Weinberger
would eventually turn to this issue. The Washington Post
recorded the following exchange between Weinberger and Nunn:

The defense secretary also clashed repeatedly with Sen.
Sam Nunn . . . on whether inadequate radios hampered
U.S. military forces during the invasion of Grenada in 1983.

“They were not hampered significantly,” Weinberger
testified.

“That is directly contradictory to your own Department
of Defense report,” Nunn said, holding up a thick, mostly
secret after-action report on the Grenada operation. “You
are making unclassified statements that are completely
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rebutted by classified material.”

“To say those communications problems interfered with the success
of the operation is to fly in the face of the facts,” Weinberger said.

“That’s very crafty wording,” Nunn snapped, his voice rising.
“The operation was successful; therefore, nothing interfered with the
success of the operation because it was successful. That’s a
ridiculous way to examine problems. . . . I congratulate you as a
lawyer, but as a secretary of defense I don’t think that’s an
appropriate method by which to proceed in solving problems.”?

The asperity of this exchange turned out to be an unhappy harbinger of
things to come. For the next eleven months, both the Senate and the House
struggled with the issue of Pentagon reorganization, engaged at every step
by representatives of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the
uniformed services who, despite their public protestations of support for
the effort, feared that congressionally mandated reforms would upset
relationships and procedures that had endured for more than a generation.

Their reservations are not hard to understand. For one thing, the Reagan
Administration had come into office pledged to build up the nation’s
defenses. During the preceding five years, modernization of nuclear and
conventional forces, rather than structural modification of the defense
establishment, had been one of the Administration’s main priorities.
Altering that course threatened goals that were about to be realized, as well
as raising difficult issues of stewardship sure to be exploited by the divided
Ninety-ninth Congress. At a more profound level, the services sensed that
the effort to reform the Pentagon had serious implications for the structure
of command, that is, the system by which authority is distributed
throughout a military organization. Each of the services has such a
structure: it is a well-defined, hierarchical, top-to-bottom arrangement that
precisely defines every layer of the organization, its relationship to every
other activity, and—to a very large degree—the roles and functions of the
people who make it up. The formal chain of command, the arrangement of
“line-and-block charts,” the perquisites of rank, and even the training of
future leaders are all constituent parts of this system. Although command
structures differ from service to service, they are at the heart of military
life, exerting a common regulatory effect on the soldier, the sailor, the
airman, and the marine.

The downside to this common heritage of service authority is that it is
largely an internal mechanism and so, in a sense, stops at the water’s edge.
Precisely because service command structures exert first claim on the
loyalties of their members, command relationships between the services
have been a persistent problem. In fact, it was largely because of the
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perception that there were such difficulties in these interservice, or joint,
relationships, that the Ninety-ninth Congress eventually passed the
Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. Its
provisions confirmed service suspicions, because the act represented a
profound shift of power in favor of the joint institutions of the defense
establishment. Among its major provisions:
® The commanders in chief (CINCs) of the unified and specified
commands (who control American forces in the field) were given
additional authority over their service components and assured of a
larger role in defense resource planning.
* The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) was given additional
authority over the services, including directive authority over the Joint
Staff, a full-time four-star deputy empowered to act in his stead, and
formal designation as the president’s principal military adviser.
= Joint service experience was to be a legal prerequisite for any officer
advancing to flag or general officer rank; also, a new joint specialty was
created to groom future CINCs and chairmen of the JCS for
performance in the joint arena.
» Service headquarters staffs were to be reorganized, the objectives being
functional decentralization and personnel reductions of up to 15 percent.
» For the first time, the president was ordered to transmit to Congress
an annual report detailing the “national security strategy of the United
States,” including not only an assessment of the nation’s military
capabilities but an analysis of how its political and economic powers
might be brought to bear in support of American foreign policy goals.3

The phrase “landmark legislation” occurs commonly enough on Capitol
Hill to encourage caution in applying it. Yet Goldwater-Nichols uniquely
deserved this title and more: it was the most important single defense
enactment since the National Security Act of 1947 created a permanent
postwar military establishment.

Anomalies

It is interesting that the initial attention to the problems of
command and control on Grenada did not result in more extended
commentary in the ensuing hearings before the Armed Services committees
of the House and the Senate. Admittedly, there were other issues that were
more easily understood and discussed in the open sessions that largely
characterized these proceedings. But if the congressional purpose was to
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explore the problems of the military command structure of the United
States and to address ways in which it might be improved, then the means
by which that command is exercised might well have come in for greater
attention. A notable exception occurred in the special staff report on defense
organization prepared for the Senate Armed Services Committee by James
R. Locher IIl. The report stated flatly that the reason command and control
problems existed on Grenada was because “each Service continues to
purchase its own communications equipment which all too frequently isn’t
compatible with the equipment of the other Services.” It then quoted
approvingly the following assessment by Gen. Wallace H. Nutting, the
former commander in chief of the U.S. Readiness Command: “It is a function
of the way we prepare for war and that is the fact that the law charges each
military department to organize, train, and equip forces to operate in a
particular environment for which it is responsible. That is too simple an
answer, but that is where it begins: with the way we preparc for war.”#

General Nutting’s comment is intriguing. If each of the military
departments is charged with the responsibility of organizing, training, and
equipping forces for a particular operational environment, then it follows
that service, rather than joint, command structures exercise the dominant
influence over those forces. The communications media linking the service
command structures simply reflect this basic organizational fact of life.
Because they are directed toward the particular Army, Navy, Marine, and
Air Force units taking part in an operation, an electronic confusion of
tongues can result when these forces attempt to communicate with each
other. It can easily be argued, as Secretary Weinberger did, that Grenada
was a hastily conceived and executed operation, that such command and
control difficulties as existed are understandable when placed in context,
and that, in any case, none of those problems interfered with the success of
the invasion.

The counter to such arguments, however, is that Grenada was hardly a
fair test of the American military command and control system. Neither
Soviet forces nor their surrogates were present in the numbers or with the
capabilities that would be expected closer to the Eurasian land mass.
Almost as important was the fact that electronic warfare was not a factor
on Grenada as it certainly would be in any engagement with the Soviets,
their major clients, or even the military regimes of many third world
countries. Here the full measure of stress would be applied to American
command and control links, including intelligence eavesdropping, active
interference with radio transmissions, various forms of electronic “spoof-
ing,” and the use of the electromagnctic spectrum to identify and destroy
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high-value targets. Ironically, it is just those applications of modern
warfare in which the American military machine, with its access to
high-tech, state-of-the-art electronics, is thought to have an intrinsic
advantage over its opponents. Writers such as retired Army Lt. Gen. John
Cushman have stressed that the capabilities of modern command and
control systems lend a qualitatively new dimension to the modemn
battlefield, breaking down artificial organizational barriers and rewarding
those commanders who are swift and innovative enough to seize the
opportunities thus offered. Other analysts have gone so far as to suggest
the existence of an entirely new plane of combat, known as command and
control warfare, in which the active use of one’s own electronic information
systems, together with protective command and control countermeasures,
makes its possible to seize the tactical initiative, cripple the enemy’s
command and control system, and thereby defeat his forces.

Whatever the facts contained in the classified reports brandished by
Secretary Weinberger and Senator Nunn, American forces on Grenada had
not, at the very least, displayed a conspicuous virtuosity in applying these
new precepts to the invasion. Although it was little noticed at the time,
further evidence on this point had surfaced just three weeks before the
Senate hearings, when Navy Secretary John Lehman announced that he
was terminating his service’s separate role in a joint command and control
project called JTIDS—for Joint Tactical Information Distribution System.
Although the news that the Navy was now committing itself to the existing
Army-Air Force version of JTIDS might have been welcome under other
circumstances, the sad fact was that the Navy was taking this action only
after having invested nine years of effort and at least $100 million in a
stubborn effort to maintain a separate identity in what was supposedly a
joint project. And even then, Secretary Lehman had canceled the project
only after a restive House Armed Services Committee had questioned the
wisdom of further investments in the increasingly high-risk approach taken
by the Navy’s JTIDS contractors®

Again there were the predictable, plausible explanations: JTIDS was an
experimental program in which the Navy had taken one alternative
approach while the other services explored another; developmental tech-
nology was inherently risky and diverse; JTIDS was not really a single
system but a family of systems; and so on.” Whatever the merits of those
arguments, a larger pattern was emerging, which itself was suggestive of
some underlying problems:

» The JTIDS program, which continued through 1986 despite being

billed in at least one newspaper article as a “Six Hundred Million
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Dollar Pentagon Fiasco,”® seemed to demonstrate that the persistent
problem of interservice rivalry would affect the evolution of command
and control systems meant for use by American forces well into the
twenty-first century. Interestingly, this development seemed to have
taken place against the backdrop of a management structure that was
resolutely “joint,” the application of a technological approach that
appeared all-embracing, and the expenditure of considerable amounts of
the taxpayers’ money—however much the exact figures may have varied.
* The JTIDS experience seemed to confirm the earlier manifestations
of interoperability problems seen in the service communications systems
on Grenada. If the engineering of future command and control systems
in the calmly deliberative atmosphere of the laboratory produced the
same kinds of interservice difficulties seen in the heat and confusion of
combat, then perhaps General Nutting had been correct in his
assessment: maybe the root of thc problem lay in the way the services
were organized to prepare for war.

* Finally, the most presumptive evidence of a larger pattern lay in the
year-long effort devoted by the Congress to passing the most
comprehensive defense organization measure in a generation. Clearly
this massive effort was driven by congressional perceptions that, in a
phrase often used during those debates, “the system was broke and it
needed fixing.” The system in question was nothing less than the
structure of command, and in adjusting the relationship between the
service and joint military institutions, Congress made every effort to
ensure it had corrected the problems that had seemingly contributed to
flawed operations in the field and ineffective functioning in the overall
organization of the nation’s defenses.

To put the point plainly, it had become clear that there was a larger
pattern affecting the development of individual weapons systems and
equipment (especially visible in command and control programs such as
JTIDS), military organization (the way the services equip their forces and
prepare them for war), and general command structure (the distribution of
power within a military organization). The common thread linking the
three is that the services, in preparing their forces for war, can have very
different perspectives on war itself—if not on the nature of such conflicts,
then certainly on the fundamental questions of service roles, missions, and
capabilities that would be brought to bear. Historically, these service
viewpoints feature the respective applications of land power, sea power, or
air power as a first priority, generally stopping well short of a joint
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perspective in which the different elements of warfare are combined in
pursuit of the nation’s strategic goals. The JTIDS case points this out most
vividly, if for no other reason than that it involved the application of
computer technology to the combat operations of the three separate
services—or four, if the Marines are counted. It may well be that Joseph
Weizenbaum is correct in his assertion that there is something about the
rules and operations of the computer that forces the user to be explicit
about what might otherwise remain implicit? Certainly there was
something about putting JTIDS in the hands of the soldier, the sailor, the
pilot, and the marine that forced their parent services to confront some
fundamental differences that might otherwise have remained latent. Those
differences were summed up in a classic statement by Gen. Paul X.
Kelley, then Commandant of the Marine Corps, who, in reflecting on
interservice rivalry and his own well-publicized opposition to the Pentagon
reorganization effort, observed that “asking a man to be as loyal to the
other services as he is to his own is like asking him to be as loyal to his
girlfriends as he is to his wife.”10

The subject of this book is precisely that tension between the traditions
of service loyalty and the need to seek the often elusive synergy of joint
combat power. The general question it addresses is this: What are the
characteristics of the American military structure—its traditions, history,
and organization—that affect the evolution of command and control in the
information age? More specifically, what are the elements contributing to
separate service identities, and how have those identities affected
interservice relationships? How has the evolution of interservice relation-
ships affected the structure of command and the operational employment of
combatant forces? In what ways does the contemporary structure of
command affect and influence the technological choices made in
modernizing the command and control systems used by the armed forces of
the United States?

The answers to these questions are subsumed in the thesis of this book,
which is that the American military establishment embodies a tradition of
service separatism, one that has been renewed and reinforced by patterns
and paradigms of thought that stress the decisive effect of military force on
the land, at sea, or in the air. Although these traditions, the natural result of
historical circumstance and political choice, have on the whole served the
nation well, they inevitably complicate the problem of command and
control in an age of global missions and technological uncertainty.
Increasingly, those missions and the forces required to carry them out have
involved all the services. The need to seek unity of command over these



8 M Paradigms and Perspectives

joint forces, as well as the timeless effort to extend the span of control of
military leaders and their civilian superiors, are parallel efforts that have
inevitably collided with service roles, traditions, and prerogatives.
Ultimately the problems of command, control, and organization—like
every other aspect of joint endeavor—are incapable of being solved with-
out a redefinition of military professionalism that in its highest form places
primary emphasis on the joint integration of American combat power.!!

Approaches

The question of service loyalties is not an unfamiliar one, usually
surfacing as “interservice rivalry,” the pejorative of choice whenever a
writer wishes to characterize some aspect of military malfeasance or
inefficiency with the comforting outlines of stereotype. Although that
appellation is certainly appropriate in some instances—including several
discussed in this book—it is probably more accurate to use the term
autonomy to describe the preferred or actual conditions governing the
organizational life of the services. That word is variously defined by
Webster's New World Dictionary as “self-governing,” “independent,” or
“functioning independently without control by others.”!2 But none of those
definitions quite captures the essence of military organizations striking a
constant balance between the requirements of top-down control (including
political control) and the need to delegate authority effectively enough to
perform mission requirements, especially in remote operational environ-
ments. It is equally important in applying this term to appreciate that it
suggests both a basic division of labor (separate land, sea, and air forces)
and a profound historical legacy. Each of the services is responsible for
producing the forces that ultimately defend American interests in its
particular operational environment, but each is also the repository of
powerful traditions and heritages embedded in the deepest roots of
American history. The Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Marines
therefore need to be understood not only as organizations engaged in the
constant effort to balance the pressures of centralization and decentraliza-
tion but also as large, well-established, and uniquely American institutions.

The strong self-concepts that characterize the services imply subtle
degrees of organizational difference that are sometimes overlooked. But
the idea that there are distinct service “personalities” or “styles” has
received increasing attention in recent years with the renewal of interest in
defense reform. A 1986 best-seller, The Straw Giant by journalist Arthur
T. Hadley, is a wide-ranging critique not only of specific Pentagon
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problems but of the culture that helps produce them. According to Hadley,
it is a culture based on important intellectual and even psychological
differences that affect each of the services and can impede their ability to
work together. These differences are rooted in the operational conditions
derived from specific service roles and missions. Hadley offers this
example: “The new-fledged Army lieutenant soon learns that he can make
no movement without coordination. He cannot go right, left, backward, or
forward without informing units on his right and left, artillery, tanks,
supply trains, his superiors—all in detail. He is, for all his command
authority, a rather restricted part of a whole. His unit’s success, indeed its
survival, rests on efforts not just of himself, but of outsiders.”!3

This picture is in stark contrast to the self-contained independence of a
naval officer commanding a ship at sea: “The commander of a ship puts
the wheel to the right, or commands a starboard turn, and, self-contained
within the ship, all the paraphernalia of battle—ammunition, men, food,
fuel-—turn right also. There is no coordination necessary, no requesting
permission, no letting people know. While the ship must return to base or
conform to formation if maneuvering with a task force, it remains totally
independent in ways no Army unit attains.”!4

Air Force officers, members of a service built around futuristic concepts
and high technology, have equally different psychological profiles: “They
are more apt to have a more passionate attachment to machinery and a very
different sense of time. After all, an Air Force pilot can be in Moscow for
lunch. An Army officer measures an hour’s progress in yards, a naval
officer in miles, an Air Force officer in continents.”!5

In a related article commenting on Goldwater-Nichols just prior to its
enactment, Hadley made another important point: “These differences are,
of course, inherently difficult to define or quantify. But they are often
apparent to the most casual observer, and even seemingly simple questions
of operations or tactics can elicit vastly different responses from officers
who come from different service backgrounds. Taken together, these
intellectual and psychological differences represent a key source of conflict
and competition within our armed services. And until steps are taken to
overcome them, it seems unlikely that any bureaucratic reorganization will
greatly improve our defenses.”16

Although Hadley’s contention might seem self-evident to some, his
negative view of service autonomy is not shared by all observers. Two
articles in the July 1985 edition of the U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings are
cases in point. In “A Separatist Case,” Army Col. William G. Hanne
argued that the Navy’s historical tradition of technical competence and
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independence at sea explained its great reluctance to accept a strongly
integrated, centralized command structure in which naval perspectives
would be watered down (if that phrase may be used) to a least-
common-denominator compromise influenced by the other services.!7 In
reply, Navy Comdr. T. R. Fedyszyn set forth “A Maritime Perspective”
which agreed with much of Hanne’s formulation but argued that this was a
good thing. “Specifically, the [Joint Chiefs of Staff, or JCS system] reflects
the Navy’s ideas of decentralization and unit autonomy, and its decidedly
operational focus.”!® His argument was that the JCS system preserved the
essential elements of service autonomy while promoting effective joint
action and that it achieved this by encouraging a full airing of views which
the nation’s political leadership was free to accept or reject. Therefore, the
JCS ”symbolizes affiliation with a system designed to protect service
loyalty, autonomy and competition while improving and rationalizing joint
dialogue and planning.”!® Indeed, the system not only “resonates naturally
with this maritime perspective” but also coincides with the democratic,
pluralistic traditions of the American political culture 20

Interestingly enough, both sets of arguments implicitly accept the idea
that autonomy is an important determinant of both the national command
structure and service organization. Equally important is their acceptance of
the idea that autonomy springs from underlying cultural differences
—which are themselves grounded in the operational variances of combat
on land, at sea, or in the air. Commander Fedyszyn also echoed a familiar
point from American civil-military relations theory by his assertion that the
nation’s political values and beliefs exercise an important influence in
determining the overall shape and characteristics of its military command
structure. On the one hand, this observation may be sufficiently well
understood as to be conventional wisdom. On the other, the effect of
these varied influences in determining distinctive service personalities is,
as Hadley pointed out, an exceedingly difficult thing to define or
quantify.

Samuel P. Huntington’s major works on civil-military relations, The
Soldier and the State and The Common Defense, are the definitive
chronicles of the rise of American military professionalism in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. For the present inquiry, Huntington’s
contributions are particularly relevant not only for their historical insights
but also for the light they shed on the development of the fundamental
traditions and strategic principles associated with each of the services. In
his view, “technicism, popularism, and . professionalism are the three
strands of the American military tradition.’2!
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Technicism represents the practical and intellectual mastery the military
man brings to his task, while popularism reflects the constant effort to win
democratic and political support for military institutions. Professionalism
embodies the concepts of both technical mastery and acceptance of the
military’s place in society; as such, it is the highest expression of the
military’s own aspirations. In tracing these principles and presenting their
effects on the development of the Army and Navy, Huntington repeatedly
calls attention to the doctrines that played important formulative roles in
the growth of service professionalism and, eventually, in their respective
cultures. For the Army, the writings of Baron Henri Jomini and Karl von
Clausewitz were instrumental in the development of land power doctrine;
the theories of sea power espoused by Alfred Thayer Mahan exercised a
similar function for the Navy.22

Huntington’s use of these strategic thinkers suggests the existence of
separate service ideologies, which may help in understanding the impact of
service autonomy on both interservice relationships and modern command
and control. Looking for that common thread in the field of service-related
ideologies calls to mind a classic work of contemporary strategy written in
1966 by Rcar Adm. J. C. Wylie. In Military Strategy: A General Theory of
Power Control, Admiral Wylie succinctly summarized the three major
schools of strategic thought that have exercised a great influence over the
American military establishment. They are:

= Continental or land power theory: Derived principally from Jomini,

Clausewitz, and the record of American military practice over more than

two centuries, its major tenets call for the destruction of the enemy army

and effective control over the means required to bring this objective about.

s Maritime strategy: Heavily influenced by the writings of Alfred

Thayer Mahan, classic maritime strategy aims for effective control of

the sea by decisive defeat of the enemy’s fleet. Once established,

control of the sea also permits power to be projected onto the land.

= Air theory: Closely associated with the writings of Giulio Douhet and

Billy Mitchell, the theory asserts the primacy of air power over every other

form of combat because the inherently offensive nature of air power gives

it a decisive edge over lesser, defensive weapons. Classically, this has
meant the heavy bomber; in contemporary parlance, it is most closely
associated with intercontinental ballistic missiles and nuclear warheads.23

Wylie’s treatment of these strategic theories provides an important
reference point for the present investigation, because these three doctrines
correlate to the preferred theories of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. Each
appears to contradict the others in a number of important respects, and, as
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Wylie noted as well, no general theory has yet been discovered that is
capable of reconciling them.24 Thus one can view these theories as the
intellectual underpinnings of service autonomy, each one serving as a
conceptual guidepost by which the service rationalizes its purposes,
programs, and importance to the nation’s security interests. Seen in this
light, these sets of principles can also be conceptualized as “strategic
paradigms,” to borrow a phrase most closely associated with Thomas S.
Kuhn. (Kuhn uses the term paradigm to designate a fundamental
organizing concept, or “disciplinary matrix,” that, once discovered, exerts
a profound influence on its adherents.)25

Some more recent scholarship has also suggested the potential importance
of the strategic paradigm as a heuristic device for assessing the impact of
service perspectives on command and control problems, as well as a number
of related concerns. Armold Kanter’s 1979 study Defense Politics: A
Budgetary Perspective stressed “the importance of the military services as
the predominant source of sanctions and the focus of organizational loyalty,”
despite the impact of unified combatant commands, dcfenscwide agencies,
and joint institutions such as the JCS.” Given an irreducible interdependence
among the military services,” Kanter wrote, “each service’s efforts to
stabilize its own organizational environment contain the seeds of unappeas-
able jurisdictional claims and insatiable demands for additional resources. In
the absence of countervailing pressures, the interaction of these efforts will
produce interservice rivalries over roles and missions as well as budget
shares.”26 Consequently, defense policy outcomes do not so much represent
conscious strategic choices as they reflect the results of bureaucratic
bargains arrived at by quasi-independent service actors.

Rand Corporation analyst Carl Builder, in a 1987 report prepared for
the Army, argued that the recognizable service differences observed by
Huntington and Kanter are important in understanding that “the military
services have acquired personalities of their own that are shaped by their
experiences and which, in turn, shape their behavior.” Builder suggested
seven points of comparison to account for these differences, the most
fundamental of which he described as “altars of worship”—basic service
principles or cherished ideals. For the Navy, this altar is “independent
command at sea,” for the Air Force, the “inexhaustible fountain” of
aerospace technology, and for the Army, its status as the nation’s obedient
servant: “If the Army worships at an altar, the object worshipped is the
country; and the means of worship are service.”?? Builder merely repeated
Wylie’s original formulation in holding that service strategies result from
these predispositions, especially with regard to the theories of air power
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derived by the Air Force from the writings of Douhet and Mitchell, as well
as the sea power strategy first articulated by Mahan and now espoused by
the Navy in latter-day form as the maritime strategy.28

The Army, however, operates at a comparative disadvantage in this
realm: “The fact is that the Army does not have a theory which is the
equivalent of the air or maritime strategy. It does have a theory of how it
would prefer to fight—the Airland Battle doctrine—but not a concept for
the selection of the means and ends of war, as do the Air Force and the
Navy.”29 This would be a bold assertion under any circumstances, the
more so in a report intended primarily for Army readers. Nevertheless,
Builder cited Wylie as his authority for stating that “the Army does not
have a strategic theory like the Air Force and Navy because its
circumstances—its lack of control over terrain, engagement, and supporting
resources—deny it the freedom to define war on its own terms.”30 The
Army therefore is handicapped by a lack of coherence in the strategic
planning process not only because its ideology lacks the hard, cogent
outlines of sea power and air power theories but also because national
commitments to use force do not always drive defense budgets, especially
in matters relating to land power (such as airlift, scalift, firc support, and
so on). Builder concluded that this very deficiency, however, may give the
Army some future leverage in the renewed national commitment (both
expressed and implied by the Goldwater-Nichols Act) to better joint
planning and more disciplined strategic choices.3!

Whatever the merits of that conclusion (and there were a number of
internal Army audiences that found it persuasive), it is worth noting that
Builder simply ignored classical land power theory: the standard works of
Clausewitz and Jomini, for example, do not appear in his sources and are
mentioned only briefly, if at all, in the text. This is in marked contrast to
the approach taken by one of the more celebrated works in this field,
Strategy: The Logic of War and Peace, by Edward N. Luttwak32 In the
course of elaborating the paradoxical nature of strategy in war (a concept
inspired by the Clausewitzian notion of friction), Luttwak delineated four
levels of strategy (technical, tactical, operational, and theater) that are the
underpinnings for the fifth and broadest level, or grand strategy. He placed
great emphasis, however, on the theater level of strategy, which “governs
the relationship between military strength and territory.” In what amounts
to a major restatement of continental theory, he analyzed this relationship
almost entirely in terms of the relative strengths of competing ground
forces that, together with their fire support, can be brought to bear within
the confines of the theater itself:33
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Lest anyone miss his point, Luttwak devoted an entire chapter to a
debunking of the “nonstrategies” associated with sea power, air power, and
nuclear weapons. His argument rested on two basic points. First, “it is not
the medium of warfare that makes the difference (at the theater level), but
rather the degree of mobility of the respective forces.” Because ground
forces are the decisive elements in any theater and have the greatest
mobility limitations, they are a kind of least common denominator for
evaluating force structures: “There is no basis for the conceptualization of
distinct naval and air counterparts to theater strategy because it is the
phenomena of ground warfare that are most important within that level.”34
Second, claims of autonomy for a single form of military power ultimately
rest on the grounds “that it is decisive in itself.” Yet Luttwak argued that
both classical sea power and air power theories contain basic conceptual
flaws (the relevance of maritime power against continental nations such as
the Soviet Union, for example), and that their supposedly decisive effects
have been exaggerated (such as the failure of conventional strategic
bombing to overcome “the political and industrial resilience of its victims”
during World War II)35 The advent of nuclear weapons exerted a
diminishing effect on traditional autonomy, even as it seemed to confirm in
unexpected ways the tenets of the early prophets of air power. The
catastrophic nature of nuclear weapons, however, as well as the perverse
logic of strategy, seriously limited their use in war, even as it led to
extended military competition beneath the level of actual nuclear conflict.3¢
Therefore, the need to link these instruments of actual or surrogate warfare
drives grand strategy and largely turns the notion of traditional autonomy
into either irrelevance or anachronism.

Although they differ in their appreciation of the relative merits of
traditional service paradigms, it can be argued that both Builder and
Luttwak are correct: Builder in his realistic assessment of the bureaucratic
utility of hard-edged service perspectives in making the incremental
choices that are the daily bread of Pentagon life and Luttwak in his
prescriptive call for greater attention to the demanding disciplines of grand
strategy. On the one hand, the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force are not
only the basic building blocks from which the combatant forces of the
United States are formed; they are the institutional repositories of the
military art as it relates to their particular missions. Applying this expertise
to tough decisions on budget choices and weapons procurement is what
they are expected to do, and it would be inconceivable for both the
expertise and the applications not to have been shaped by fundamental
notions of what is and is not important. Inevitably, these perspectives must
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shape the means (the armies, navies, and air forces, as well as their
weapons, equipment, personnel, and doctrine) by which strategy at any
level will be executed. On the other hand, there may be an important sense
in which these fundamental service notions have been offset by the
combined effects of a generation of defense unification, most recently
augmented by the Goldwater-Nichols Act. A professor at the Naval War
College has noted, for example, that “there is scant indication that the
Navy today holds to the Mahanian view of strategy that exalts sea power
over all other forms of military action, claims for navies an autonomous
domain in the realm of warfare, and equates command of the sea with
victory. . . . Mars, not Neptune, is again the god of war.”37

Directions

The common ground between these perspectives may be suggested
by an eminent student of military strategy, Peter Paret, who, in writing
about Napoleon, noted that “cach age has its own strategy.”8 Service
autonomy is clearly an important part of the American military legacy,
having been the primary organizational tool with which the nation’s
strategic needs were met for the better part of two centuries. Just as
clearly, the search for more effective teamwork among the armed forces is
likely to remain a dominant influence in the foreseeable future, as the
nation’s military and political establishment comes to grips with a new set
of strategic challenges as we approach the twenty-first century. There is
also much in the careful balance that must be struck between past legacy
and future challenges that suggests various other constants: the timeless
struggle between the tactical and the strategic, the operational and the
bureaucratic, the decentralized and the centralized, or, for that matter, the
rendering unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. The trick in making
these distinctions is to understand, first, that there are important differences
of organizational perspective between those elements primarily charged
with the nation’s security and, second, that some of these differences are
more important than others.39

Nowhere else are those differences less apparent but more real than in
the field of command and control. To return for a moment to the Senate
hearings that introduced this chapter, at lcast part of the reason for the
particularly sharp questioning of Secretary Weinberger on the interoper-
ability problems encountered during Grenada may have been a sense of
incredulity (on Capitol Hill as well as among the public) that such a
problem could even exist. After all, how could it be that forty years of
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joint experience were not enough to ensure that the armed forces could at
least talk to one another? This was especially ironic since those armed
forces represented a nation that had only recently triumphed over the
trauma of the AT&T divestiture—an event that had carried some potential
for a commercial interoperability problem of unprecedented magnitude.
But here again was another example of the dichotomy noted earlier. It is
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Marines who severally develop,
procure, and field command and control systems (defending them at every
step of the way before the civilian leadership of the Defense Department,
the executive branch, and the Congress); so it is not particularly surprising
that service perspectives should dominate this process. In contrast, it is the
function of the joint military institutions (primarily the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the unified and specified commands) to weld these diverse
service-procured systems into a coherent instrument of command that
effectively controls all assigned combatant forces. The crux of the issue is
the extent to which the JCS and the unified commanders are handicapped
in achieving the level of cross-service integration required by the demands
of combat.

But far more is involved here than matters of bureaucratic jurisdiction,
however important their consequences. Consider, for example, the
following definitions of three terms, command, command and control, and
command and control system, as they are used in U.S. military parlance
and throughout this book:

Command: “The authority vested in an individual of the armed
forces for the direction, coordination, and control of military forces.”

Command and control: “The exercise of authority and direction by a
properly designated commander over assigned forces in the accomplish-
ment of the mission. Command and control functions are performed
through an arrangement of personnel, equipment, communications,
facilities, and procedures which are employed by a commander in
planning, directing, coordinating, and controlling forces and operations
in the accomplishment of the mission.”

Command and control system: “The facilities, equipment, communi-
cations, procedures, and personnel essential to the commander for
planning, directing, and controlling operations of assigned forces
pursuant to the missions assigned.”40
One of the most striking characteristics of these definitions is the extent

to which they evoke the personal nature of command itself, especially the
fact that it is vested in an individual who, being responsible for the “direction,
coordination, and control of military forces,” is then legally and professionally
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accountable for everything those forces do or fail to do. It is not hard to
appreciate the extent to which service “personalities” can find their expression
in characteristic command styles, such as the independence of command at sea
noted by some observers.4! However, the focus of command, commanders,
and command and control systems throughout the American defense
establishment is on service components first, with joint or unified
command as an important but still secondary priority 42

Given the fact that these service components are the nation’s basic
fighting forces (and that assignments to infantry battalions, destroyers, and
fighter squadrons are more exciting and rewarding than any joint staff
position), these priorities are understandable. They nevertheless create
problems whenever command crosses service lines. In a Harvard syllabus
prepared for use in command and control courses throughout the National
Defense University system, Prof. Frank Snyder points out that “organiza-
tional decisions establish command and reporting relationships that, at a
minimum, create requirements for communications . . . [not only] for the
physical links themselves, but for staffs that share vocabularies and are
dedicated to performing communications functions in the larger sense. . . .
Organizational decisions shape the C3 [command-control-communications]
system and commit C3 resources.”3 Modern communications technology,
however, presents some important impediments: “As ideas move from the
mind of one commander to the mind of another, the activities that are
undertaken on the sending (transmitting) side have to be matched on the
receiving side. . . . Everything that is done must be undone: every
analog-to-digital conversion needs to be matched by a corresponding . . .
conversion at the other end, every encryption by a decryption, and every
modulation by a demodulation. . . . [Therefore] the dominant issue in
establishing a telecommunications path is not its optimization but the
standardization of the process. More important than doing things the best
way is doing them the same way.” (emphasis added) 44

‘This perspective frames the major issue examined in this book: How do
the pluralistic traditions of service autonomy which are a major part of the
American military experience affect the way in which command is
exercised over our combatant forces, now and in the future? This is an
important question if one assumes that future military developments will
increasingly demand a global view of American responsibilities, more
coherent strategic choices (political and budgetary), and greater teamwork
between the armed forces. It follows that command and control will be a
linchpin in any such effort, not only because of its technological promise,
but also because of its potential to transcend vastly different operational
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environments and equally diverse operational forces. The challenge, of
course, involves the whole question of interoperability. Services organized
and equipped on the basis of essential differences tend to do things the
Army way, the Navy way, the Air Force way, or the Marine way—
emphatically not the same way that Professor Snyder correctly emphasizes
as a fundamental requirement of the modern telecommunications technol-
ogy on which all command and control systems must ultimately depend.

This dual emphasis on organization and technology represents an organic
view of command which assumes that its problems cannot be understood
apart from the human institutions—governmental and military—that
actually do the commanding and controlling. This viewpoint stands in
some isolation from the usual discussions of command and control issues
that appear in trade journals such as Signal magazine or Defense
FElectronics and are largely meant to inform a technically sophisticated
audience of the latest projects, systems, or other developments in a
fast-moving industry. The publishers of Signal have also produced several
volumes on conventional command and control issues, including naval and
ground force applicationsS Lt. Gen. John Cushman’s book Command
and Control of Theater Forces: Adequacy is a comprehensive analysis of
the institutional, structural, and procedural problems confronting a unified
commander 4 The field of strategic command and control (which usually
means nuclear command and control) is unusually complex and, because of
its subject matter, presents major barriers to unclassified research. Yet it
has been illuminated by the work of two men: Paul Bracken, in The
Command and Control of Nuclear Forces, and Bruce G. Blair, in Strategic
Command and Control 47 Both volumes are remarkable for their authors’
ability to look beyond specific weapons, warning systems, and command
structures in examining the larger question of how American nuclear forces
are commanded and controlled—and how well. Not only do these works
demonstrate the merits of well-conceived organic approaches to this
subject, but they also serve the further purpose of permitting this book to
concentrate on the command and control of American conventional
forces—those whose primary missions do not involve strategic nuclear
retaliation.

Probably the most important contemporary work to treat the problem of
command as a central focus is Martin Van Creveld’s Command in War.48
Viewing command as an “eternal function” of military organizations that is
of surpassing importance, Van Creveld gives a brief summary of the nature
of command and its functions in the “stone age” (that is, prior to effective
long-distance communications) before examining at some length the
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evolution of command in modern warfare. That evolution, he asserts, is
greatly affected by the technological improvements that make the exercise
of command both more effective than ever before and yet more difficult to
achieve. And, just as in modern economic theory, command in modern war
is an activity in which everything depends on everything else: “Probably
the most important point . . . is that command cannot be understood in
isolation. The available data processing technology, and the nature of
armaments in use; tactics and strategy; organizational structure and
manpower systems; training, discipline, and what one might call the ethos
of war; the political construction of states and the social makeup of armies
—all these things and many more impinge on command in war and are in
turn affected by it.”49

In Command in War, as well as his later work, Technology and War,
Van Creveld demonstrates the continuing importance of certain basic
themes in military history: the competing demands of autonomy and integra-
tion, the similarly contradictory impulses of “rationalized” hierarchy versus
the operational flexibility, and, above all, the ceaseless quest for military
advantage through technology. This quest has led to greater managerial
efficiency through the use of automation, but with often pernicious side
effects. Although there may be a cyclical quality to such apparently linear
advances, Van Creveld observed a fundamental difference between the
operational environments in which warfare is waged: “At sea and in the air,
technology is required not merely in order to fight but for sheer survival. If
only for this reason, and everything else being equal, the simpler the
environment, the greater the military benefit technological superiority can
confer. By contrast, the terrestrial environment is much more complex,
including as it does terrain, lines of communication, obstacles natural or
artificial, and every kind of clutter” (emphasis added).5® Given the broad
scope of his subject, as well as his primarily European focus, Van Creveld
does not pursue the implications of this assertion in more depth. But an
understanding that there is such a fundamental dichotomy in the operational
environments of land, sea, and air warfare is the beginning of wisdom for
any study of the unique requirements of the American military establish-
ment. As such, that observation forms a point of departure for this book.

It is worth noting at this point that there is a downside in any effort to
follow a broad-gauged approach to the study of command. Precisely
because command and control issues affect so much that is critical to the
nation’s military establishment, there is a significant levels-of-analysis
problem in any work such as this.>! One could elevate the focus of the
study to examine the issues of NATO command and control, encountering
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there an interoperability arena whose dimensions are the precise square of
the American interservice problem; moreover, these sixteen nations are not
only autonomous but sovereign. Similarly, one could focus the analysis
beneath the level of the service, since intraservice loyalties can be almost
as divisive as those encountered in the joint arena. The Navy is the classic
example of three major communities wearing a single uniform: submari-
ners, aviators, and surface warfare officers, as the captains of surface
combatant ships are known, and even these classifications can easily be
broken down still further. The justification for rejecting these alternative
levels in order to focus on the services rests primarily on grounds of
historical continuity: it is the Army, the Navy, and, more recently, the Air
Force, rather than supranational alliances or shifting subordinate groupings,
that have. fought our wars. They also provide the most important
continuous links to American societal values and therefore merit the closest
attention.

A final limitation is suggested by the need to keep the search for historical
continuity within manageable proportions even while depicting its impact
upon the evolution of modern command and control systems. For that
reason, it is necessary to exclude detailed consideration of the defense
reform debate that culminated in the passage of the 1986 Goldwater-
Nichols Reorganization Act. Although that effort provides a backdrop for
much of what follows, the scope of the legislative enactment and the
extraordinary outpouring of literature that accompanied the debate dictate
that it should be a boundary and not a focal point of this study. Clearly,
that story and the impact the changes will have on the future evolution of
command and control are topics richly deserving separate consideration.52



2 The Roots of Service Autonomy,
1776-1850

During the first seventy-five years of their existence,
the Army and the Navy fought the Revolutionary War, the War
of 1812, and the Mexican War, as well as a host of what
historians call lesser engagements. During each of these
conflicts, the services confronted some profoundly challenging
circumstances. Their response took on the hard outlines of
precedence, especially when it came to their respective
command structures and the basic norms those structures
embodied. Gradually, the weight of precedence itself shaped
basic organizational and even political directions for the future.
This chapter explores those realities in terms of constitutional
perspectives, the evolution of different command structures in
each of the services, and the problems faced in tactical command
and control during this period. The results of this evolutionary
development will be seen in a brief review of the Mexican War.

Constitutional Imperatives

If the Revolutionary experience provided strong evidence
of the latent American ability for self-defense, then the dismantling
of the Continental Army and Navy under the Articles of
Confederation provided an equally compelling counterpoint as
those security arrangements proved inadequate to deal with
British diplomatic intransigence and Indian problems on the
frontier. The Constitutiona!l Convention was thus forced to make
a series of fundamentally important choices. In his classic work
on American civil-military relations, The Soldier and the State,
Samuel P. Huntington provided an eloquent summation of the
mechanism set in place by the United States Constitution to
ensure civilian control of the new military establishment:

The Framers® concept of civilian control was to control
the uses to which civilians might put military force rather
than to control the military themselves. They were more
afraid of military power in the hands of political officials
than of political power in the hands of military officers.
Unable to visualize a distinct military class, they could not
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fear such a class. But there was need to fear the concentration of
authority over the military in any single governmental institution. As
conservatives, they wanted to divide power, including power over the
armed forces.!

Huntington pointed out that the Constitutional Convention predated the
rise of military professionalism that would characterize much of the history
of warfare in the nineteenth century. The Framers turned to their own
experiences as citizen-soldiers in the Revolutionary War in seeking an
appropriate model for the future. The citizen-soldier was to be the
Republic’s unique substitute for a large standing army, the very idea of
which was anathema. Control of the minimal defense establishment was to
be divided between Congress and the president, as well as between the
states and the federal government. In this division of power, Congress was
given three principal responsibilities: “To declare War . . . To raise and
support Armies . . . To provide and maintain a Navy.” The president was
made commander in chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and
the states were to exercise control over their militias until such time as they
were called to federal service.2

This separation of powers implied from the outset that civilian control
would always be compromised in part because the military would be
forced to serve two masters. In delineating this view, Huntington set forth
two models of civilian control: subjective and objective. Objective control
isolates the military from society and sets limits on what it may and may
not do. It assumes “the maximizing of military professionalism . . . [and]
achieves its end by militarizing the military, making them the mirror of the
state.”3 The Framers of the Constitution, however, adhered to the principle
of subjective control, which presupposes the complete interpenetration of
civil and military groups. Rather than standing apart from the civilian
realm, the military is an integral part of it, fully participating in the
give-and-take of a pluralistic, democratic society, civilian control being
assured in large measure by the intimacy of this social embrace4

Subjective control was incorporated into those constitutional provisions
that formed the nexus of American civil-military relations. Since the
military would function as an organic part of society, they would be forced
to compete in the political arena along with other national elites and
interest groups, forwarding their own agendas, seeking alliances, and
advancing their claims for public support. The dual controls possessed by
Congress and the presidency would reinforce the pluralistic nature of the
system, ensuring that future generations of military leaders would be told
not just what to do but, to a significant degree, how to do it.5
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These competing models of objective and subjective control can be
criticized as somewhat idealized, but their relevance for this analysis lies in
the light they shed on the idea of service autonomy® The concept of
autonomy is implied in the language of the Constitution referred to earlier
in which armies were to be “raised and supported,” whereas navies were to
be “provided and maintained.” Implicit in this formula is the idea that the
state militias and the citizen-soldiers who composed them were to be the
decisive weapons used to repel any future invader, very much in the
tradition of the Minutemen. Navies, by contrast, could hardly be called into
existence with the same rapidity, so that it was necessary that they be
“maintained” as a first line of defense for a country that increasingly
looked to its maritime interests. Whatever permanent establishments were
required for these two autonomous organizations—and opinions varied
considerably in both the Constitutional Convention and in the state
ratification conventions as to what those requirements should be—it was
clear that questions of resources, missions, organization, and even
personnel would be debated in an atmosphere characterized by consider-
able political scrutiny.

It was precisely the vitality of those controls that Alexander Hamilton,
James Madison, and John Jay used as an argument in favor of the new
Constitution. Hamilton, in particular, addressed himself to skeptical state
legislatures (that of New York under Governor George Clinton being
especially doubtful) by arguing that a small but permanent military force
was essential not only to forestall pressures from neighboring British and
Spanish colonies but also to perform the everyday task of manning
garrisons on the western frontiers:

These garrisons must either be furnished by occasional detachments
from the militia, or by permanent corps in the pay of the government.
The first is impracticable; and if practicable, would be pernicious. . . .
The latter resource of permanent corps in the pay of the government
amounts to a standing army in time of peace; a small one, indeed, but
not the less real for being small. Here is a simple view of the subject
that shows us at once the impropriety of a constitutional interdiction
of such establishments, and the necessity of leaving the matter to the
discretion and prudence of the legislature.”

Hamilton argued as well that the new Constitution contained safeguards
sufficient to enable Congress to be both discreet and prudent in regulating
whatever forces would be required in peace or war. Those provisions that
assured legislative control of the purse strings would act to prevent any
tendency to turn the Army into an agency of executive domination or a
threat to American liberties.8
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His defense of the Navy was couched in considerably less cathartic
terms: “If we mean to be a commercial people, or even to be secure on our
Atlantic side, we must endeavor, as soon as possible, to have a navy.”? It
is interesting to note that the twin points of his rationale for a
navy—commercial expansion and national security—are a succinct
statement of the primary and secondary missions the Navy would have for
almost the first century of its existence. Madison developed the further
point that a navy would become an essential adjunct of American
diplomacy, thereby laying the ideological groundwork for a mission the
Navy would acquire during the second century of its existence: projection
of power.!0 Probably the most ingenious rationale for a navy, however,
was written by Hamilton in Number 11 of The Federalist when he expanded
the notion of maritime commerce to embrace the role each of the regions
of the new Union could play in building and provisioning ships: “It
happens, indeed, that different portions of confederated America possess
each some peculiar advantage for this essential establishment.” Southern
wood could be a prime source of naval stores, the Middle States could
produce iron for fixtures and weapons, and the sailors themselves could
“chiefly be drawn from the Northern hive.”!! Although this view of the
Navy as an agency of national integration can be taken at face value, one
does not have to embrace Charles A. Beard’s economic interpretation of
the Constitution to read between Hamilton’s well-crafted lines.!2 If a future
navy was justifiable as a fundamental source of national security, then
there was no reason a relatively permanent naval establishment should not
also be an important source of economic strength throughout the states.
Not only could a navy protect American commercial interests abroad, but
its very existence would help promote them at home.

To summarize the effect of these constitutional perspectives on the
question of service autonomy:

1. The language of the Constitution provided a basic division of labor
that was fundamentally important for the subsequent organization of the
armed forces of the United States. The Army and Navy were to be, almost
from the outset, separate organizations set up to fulfill different functions.
Although they were not well articulated at the time, both functions rested
on a common set of strategic assumptions that emphasized America’s
insularity and its geographic isolation from powerful adversaries. Given the
factors of insularity and isolation, it was expected by the Framers that the
Navy would function as a kind of maritime police force in peace and a first
line of defense in war. That first line was expected to capitalize on the
factors of geography in order to allow sufficient time for the small
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constabulary garrison forces to be augmented by armies raised in the face
of either war or national emergency. Although these armies would be
disbanded once danger passed, there is no mistaking the Framers’ clear
understanding that political control of territory ultimately rested on the
ability of ground forces to withstand threats from either Indians or colonial
adversaries. If the Navy was to be the outward manifestation of American
power, the Army was to be the essential instrument for maintaining
continental security and facilitating expansion.

2. The difference of functions between the Army and the Navy led to a
different assessment of the threat each posed to the fabric of American
civil liberties. Precisely because the Navy was to have the bulk of its duties
abroad, it does not seem to have been perceived as posing a threat
comparable to that which was implicit in standing armies. Hamilton
defended the necessity of a navy and some questioned the expense
involved, but the only ideological cast to the debate seems to have come
from spokesmen such as Patrick Henry, who considered all navies to be
“instruments of imperial ambition.”!3 In contrast, the Army’s function was
to exert territorial control at home, a capability that, if not fully guarded
against, could easily become perverted by executive domination or
personal ambition. These different functions led advocates such as
Hamilton, Madison, and Jay to defend the military and naval establish-
ments on different constitutional grounds. The unifying factor- was, of
course, that both services were to be completely subordinate to civil
authority.!4

3. Service functions were drawn with different views of commercial
self-interest. The Navy’s mission of protecting maritime commerce, its
status in a seafaring nation where the line between commercial and naval
establishments was often blurred, and the relative permanence of its
shipyards and shore installations combined to give it a role that embraced
the constitutional purposes both of the “Common Defense” and of the
“General Welfare.” The Army’s functions were much narrower. Most of
the time it was not to exist in any great numbers nor was it to be equipped
with weapons requiring great public expenditures (harbor fortifications
being the exception). It would usually comprise a series of isolated frontier
garrison forces, which differed from the rest of pioneer society only by
degree. Although the pork barrel would not be unknown in either service,
the intimate relationship between commercial and naval interests often
placed nautical questions high on the political agenda.
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Evolution of Command Structures: Heritage
and Beginnings

The division of labor for national defense set forth by the
Constitution over the next three-quarters of a century resulted in the
creation of precedents that would contribute much to the historic traditions
of the Army and the Navy. It was during this formative period as well that
the services made a series of fundamental organizational choices that not
only confirmed and advanced their separate identities but also revealed
underlying differences in the way they viewed the essential military
functions of command and staff. Those subtle but profound differences had
an important effect on the way each service confronted the problems
brought about by the increasing complexity of warfare. These responses in
turn affected both the nature of their individual command structures and
their overall relationship with each other.

It is ironic that many of these decisions seem to fit an evolutionary
pattern as the services charted courses that were separate but roughly
parallel. Indeed, they had begun that evolution in the same organizational
cocoon, since Congress had created the War Department in 1789 and
charged it with responsibility for both Army and Navy functions. This was
due less to a perceived need for unified strategy than to the simple fact that
the ships of the Revolutionary Navy had all been sunk, auctioned off, or
otherwise disposed of. It was not until 1798, when the country stood on the
brink of an undeclared naval war with France, that Congress created a
separate Department of the Navy. By inaugurating these two agencies,
Congress completed the first evolutionary step originally envisioned by
Federalists such as Hamilton: executive authority concentrated in a single
cabinet officer heading each department and being directly responsible to
the president as commander in chief. By this legislative enactment, the
constitutional precept of civilian control had now been welded into parallel
chains of command that linked the nation’s military and naval forces
directly to civil authority.!S

This was an organizational move of some significance, especially as it
affected the formation of corporate norms by which the Army and Navy
would translate the overall value of autonomy. As a modern naval historian
put it, the legislation ensured that “control of naval operations [would be]
directly under the nation’s Comunander-in-Chief rather than through the
War Department—thus providing some insurance against the adverse
effects suffered by other nations when naval operations had been
subordinated to land warfare and sea power objectives were ignored.”!6
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The existence of the tradition of naval separatism can be traced back even
further into American history, but the foundation of the Navy Department
was clearly an important precedent. For the next century and a half (until
the passage of the National Security Act of 1947) both services would
have cabinet-level status. This was a position the Navy (as the above
quotation implies) regarded as essential in pressing for the unique require-
ments of “providing and maintaining” naval forces. The Army does not seem
to have taken as strong an ideological position on the same issue, probably
because its status had already been secured not only through cabinet status
but also by the constant necessity of providing forces on the frontier. By
contrast, the Navy would look back on the period of subordination as a time
of extreme weakness in the face of increasing provocation from a number of
maritime foes, especially the British. The separate status achieved by the
Navy by 1798 would indeed allow insufficient time for a recovery of
maritime strength before the War of 1812 brought about a British naval
blockade even more devastating than that of the Revolutionary War. It
should be noted, however, that the creation of separate departments for
War and Navy placed the president in his role as commander in chief in
the position of being the sole officer of the government responsible for
reconciling whatever different approaches these organizations might take in
grappling with the problems of national security.

If the establishment of separate departments for the Army and Navy
represented a victory for Hamiltonian concepts of administration, then
these ideas stood in some contrast to another intellectual tradition of
American life that had an equal or greater impact on military and naval
organizations throughout much of the nineteenth century. Huntington
summarized the key distinctions between Hamiltonian rationalism and the
more democratic impulses of the Jeffersonian tradition: “Like other
liberals, Jefferson had little interest in or use for regular military forces,
and he had no recognition of the emerging character of professional
military officership.” Instead, military service was seen to be the universal
obligation of a democratic society. When called to arms, the citizen-soldier
would be led by a small cadre of officers who were essentially technical
specialists in areas such as seamanship or engineering that were closely
tied to the comparable civilian occupations of a developing frontier
society—and not at all to a higher military science or concept of war.
Although both the Jeffersonian and the Hamiltonian traditions represented
idealized conceptions that were never entirely achieved, the influence of
this “military technicism” would be a pervasive counterpoint to the growth
of “military professionalism” throughout much of the nineteenth century.!”
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The matter of subordination also requires closer examination because it
suggests certain differences in organizational strategies that came to have a
large impact on interservice relationships. There is probably no single
organizational dynamic more powerful in describing any military structure
than subordination. Armies and navies are fundamentally hierarchical in
nature, and it is a common characteristic for both to have a well-
established system of rank and organization designed to establish the lines
of authority from highest to lowest. There is, however, a discernible
difference between the Army and the Navy in the way that military and
naval staffs evolved, although commanders in both services used
organization as a basic tool to gain control over the increasing number of
activities that were becoming adjuncts of modern warfare.

Whereas the naval staff remained rudimentary well into the nineteenth
century, the growth and sophistication of the military staff is a story that is
deeply intertwined with the history of the U.S. Army. The Army shares this
characteristic with the professional military establishments of most modern
countries, a brotherhood that traces a common lineage back to the very
beginnings of the profession of arms. In the opening to his history, The
Military Staff: Its History and Development, Gen. J. D. Hittle stated,
“When some unknown warrior chief asked for help or advice from one of
his co-belligerents, military history saw the first functioning of the military
staff.”18 This thought captures the essence of the military staff: the
extension of the leader’s span of control through officers who assist him in
carrying out the functions of command. The translation of his intentions
into actions, orders, and operations is a basic function of the military staff,
so basic that it is known in most armies as the “staff action cycle.” This
cycle operates as a continuum, in which staff members gather the initial
information on which the commander’s decisions are based, write the plans
that will carry out his orders, and supervise their eventual execution. In
short, the military staff is one of the most basic methods for command and
control, both as an organization embodying the personality of the
commander and as an extension of the means by which his forces are to be
controlled.’

Historically, three conditions, often related, have made it necessary for a
commander’s reach to be extended: the size of the force, its operational
characteristics, and its functional complexity. The first is related to
numbers: armies are essentially mass organizations of armed men who
triumph in battle over other mass organizations of armed men. Although
victory is not always a function of size, there is a strong presumption that
more is better—or as Napoleon put it, “God is on the side of the bigger
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battalions.” Obviously, larger numbers create larger problems for command
and control in the melee of combat, and the standard solution has been to
create subordinate echelons of control and a rank structure capable of
handling them. One of the earliest recorded examples of this practice is
that of Moses, who brought an army of some twelve thousand Israelites to
battle against the Midianites. Although divine assistance was presumably
assured, he found it necessary to set up “captains over thousands and
captains over hundreds” in order to prevail.2® Such systems were common
throughout the history of warfare, and it often happened that the senior
commanders as a group would become the sovereign’s council-at-war,
thereby arranging themselves into an informal kind of staff.2!

The second condition has concerned the different operational character-
istics of subordinate echelons. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the
principle of combined arms was elevated into one of the hallmarks of
modern warfare, but ancient armies incorporated the same idea with both
heavy and light infantry formations, often in conjunction with archery and
cavalry. These varied capabilities, however, created increased demands for
the extension of personal control by the commander, and so his personal
retinue sometimes shouldered these burdens in an elementary division of
labor. The military system Alexander the Great inherited from Philip of
Macedon was the most advanced of its day, with a staff that carried out
hospital, commissary, and engineer functions. As various specialized
activities became important to warfare—Alexander, for example, added an
early form of ballistae, or missile-throwing catapults, to cover his river
crossings—it was natural for staff form to follow function as trusted aides
were given supervisory responsibility for them. Similarly, when a
subordinate echelon had capabilities or a mission requiring it to operate
independently—cavalry is an obvious example-—it was accepted practice
for the commander’s most trusted subordinate to be placed in charge.2?

The need to extend command authority brought about by force size and
operational characteristics often contributed to the third factor: functional
complexity. The larger the force and the more varied its units and
operating characteristics, the more complex were the tasks of logistical
support and operational employment. A fundamental tension arose from the
need to achieve greater efficiency by delegating functions and the necessity
to retain overall operational control. Since a division of labor could easily
lead to a division of authority, the usual answer was for commanders to
keep the reins of control in their own hands insofar as circumstances
allowed. Like the ideas of concentration of forces and combined arms, the
principle of unity of command was followed as an instinctive practice of
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land warfare long before its codification as a precept of modern strategy. Its
contemporary importance, however, reflects the experience gained over the
last three centuries as commanders were forced to extend their personal
control to extraordinary lengths to accommodate the burgeoning needs of
armies for logistical support brought about by the age of firearms. Although
the ancient Egyptians, Assyrians, and Persians all developed rudimentary
mechanisms for such support, the development of modern warfare created
the most profound pressures for the growth of the military staff.23

By the end of the seventeenth century, the rise of the nation-state had
resulted in the creation of armies numbering in the hundreds of thousands
whose sheer size created logistical difficulties that simple plunder and
pillage would not resolve.24 The staff system pioneered by the Swedish
king Gustavus Adolphus was one response to thesec unprecedented
demands, but it was the genius of Frederick the Great that brought the
military staff to an equally unprecedented level of efficiency. One of his
most notable achievements, and an important step toward future
organization, was the development of the quartermaster-general’s office, a
logistic post he expanded to embrace the functions of reconnaissance,
intelligence, and operations. Although the post’s evolution would not be
completed under Frederick, the gathering of the three functions in a single
staff officer eventually led to that position becoming institutionalized as
“chief of staff,” both in fact and in name. During the French Revolution,
that nation became the first to create the office, and in the aftermath of the
Napoleonic Wars, most European armies followed France’s example. In
this and other refinements of the staff system, Frederick the Great was a
pioneer, striking a new balance between the continuing need for unity of
command and the requirement to extend that authority throughout a
military machine grown more complex than ever before.25

In a curious way, Frederick’s innovations also imparted a structural
foundation to the revolutionary army that was about to be born on another
continent. This cross-cultural influence occurred primarily through the
efforts of one man, Baron Friedrich von Steuben, who became
Washington’s inspector general and drillmaster to the Continental Army
during the winter of 1777-78. Von Steuben was a product of the
Frederickian system, having served in the Prussian army for more than
twenty years in both field and staff assignments. His influence on the
American military experience was to have a lasting impact; as Virgil Ney
pointed out, he “established the disciplinary pattern for the U.S. Army
which survives today.”26 He also organized Washington’s headquarters,
including the establishment of operations and intelligence sections, which
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he supervised directly during most of the war’s campaigns. During the final
campaign at Yorktown, his general orders for the siege (containing some
fifty-five paragraphs) were a model of professionalism. Hittle’s assessment
of the baron’s contribution is accurate: “Literally, and figuratively, Steuben
was the first qualified staff officer of our army.”27

Reflecting on these matters many years later, Washington wrote a
remarkable letter to Secretary of War James McHenry which epitomizes
the importance he had come to attach to the smooth functioning of a
military staff and his concern that lessons learned in the Revolution not be
forgotten by subsequent administrations. He went into some detail in
discussing the duties of “the Inspector General, Quartermaster General,
Adjutant General and officers commanding the corps of artillerists and
engineers,” who are important because of “the nature of their respective
offices and from their being always about the Commander in Chief, who is
obliged to intrust many things to them confidentially [so that] scarcely any
movement can take place without their knowledge.” His closing comment
would become something of a legacy: “The appointment of general officers
is important, but those of the general staff afl important.”28

Although the general staff concept that Washington had in mind was far
less ambitious than that which later prevailed in European armies, his
advice was not without consequence. By 1798, the War Department’s staff
was organized along the functional lines suggested by Washington,
eventually including departments of Quartermaster, Inspector General,
Adjutant General, Paymaster General, and Surgeon General2® The early
organization of the Army also reveals the extent to which it had internalized
other instinctive principles of land warfare as well. Gen. Anthony Wayne
was named to lead the field army that had been called into service in 1792
to deal with the Indians of the northwestern frontier. His appointment
marked the second time Congress vested such authority in a single military
leader, thus showing that the precedent by which Washington had
exercised unity of command over the Continental Army had provided a
model for the future. Eventually the service’s senior general acceded to the
title of commanding general of the army, an office that persisted into the
twentieth century. Wayne’s tenure was also remarkable for his efforts to
convert the entire organization of the field army into a “legion,” consisting
of regiments of the three combat branches of infantry, cavalry, and artillery.
Although the legion structure, which provided for the tactical integration of
the three branches, would not long survive once the immediate crisis in the
Northwest had been resolved, its establishment was significant. The
importance of combined arms in land warfare had become a maxim
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transferred intact from the hands of von Steuben, however much its
articulation as principle and doctrine awaited future developments.

Although the practices of combat at sea had some parallels with those on
land, there was a striking absence of an organized body of doctrine at this
stage in the development of the American Navy, if for no other reason than
that the service was in its infancy. Of the six ships authorized for service
against the Barbary pirates, only three were built, and the Navy suffered still
more neglect under the administration of Thomas Jefferson. The War of
1812 was fought under the same approximate conditions of naval inferiority
that had prevailed during the Revolution. Not even some spectacular
victories in isolated ship-to-ship actions could mask the fact that the British
naval blockade “annihilated our maritime commerce, all but paralyzed the
economic life of the country, and laid the seaboard open to invasion.”30

This is not to suggest that there were no parallels between the instinctive
behavior of land and sea forces in terms of the three principles stated
above which placed a premium on the extension of the commander’s
control; but such parallels as existed were less important than some
fundamental differences. At the most basic level, concentration of forces
could not have much meaning when the entire American Navy consisted of
fifteen seaworthy frigates, as it did at the start of the War of 1812, The
British Navy was long accustomed to operating in flotillas and fleets, but
American ships typically sailed alone or in a squadron of two or three
vessels. There was consequently little need for an extensive naval
command structure 3!

The structure that did exist resided primarily in the person of the ship’s
captain, whose authority over his vessel and crew was absolute. One
should not, however, casually equate this concept with the idea of unity of
command as it existed on land. Whereas land warfare by now featured a
military hierarchy in which the authority of the commander was
disseminated through the staff and subordinate echelons, the Navy
centralized authority at a much lower level: the ship’s quarterdeck.
Although shipboard organization commonly featured different departments
for navigation, gunnery, and sailing, each of these functions took place
under the firm control of the vessel’s captain. There was also no
counterpart to the concept of combined arms, although the existence of
different ship types would later provide a sort of rough equivalence.
Without the demands raised by large numbers and varied capabilities, it is
not surprising that the naval command structure was uncomplicated.

The unitary command at ship level was mirrored in the rudimentary
organization of the Navy ashore. Following the creation of the Navy
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Department in 1798, its civilian secretary entered upon an office that
consisted almost entirely of himself and several clerks—a stark contrast to
the General Staff already incorporated into the War Department. Mahan
characterized this phase of American naval history as follows: “Until the
close of the War of 1812, the Secretary in person . . . was the naval
administration. He no doubt had assistants and obtained assistance,
technical and military, from experts of both classes; but function had not
yet differentiated into organization, and he not only was responsible [for],
but had to give personal attention to various and trivial matters of most
diverse character, which overburdened him by their mass, and prevented
concentration of attention upon the really great matters of his office.”32

The War of 1812 brought about changes in the organization of both the
Navy and the War departments as the nation tried to cope with the demands
of fighting what amounted to a second revolutionary war. The struggle was
also the first real test of the military system set up by the Constitution, and
the results were far from encouraging. Naval weakness was matched by the
Regular Army which could not be quickly expanded from its peacetime
strength of 6,700 men to the 35,000 authorized by Congress shortly before
the outbreak of hostilities. The militia system would prove equally
troublesome, with the governors of Connecticut and Massachusetts initially
refusing to provide their states’ quotas of militia to augment the regular
force.33 No single event of that war, however, provided better proof of the
military and naval weakness of the United States than the sacking of the
nation’s capital in 1814 by British forces who had landed with virtually no
opposition and routed a hastily assembled force of American volunteers at
the Battle of Bladensburg. The battle was remarkable in that President James
Monroe, Secretary of War John Armstrong, and other cabinet members
directly involved themselves throughout the course of a thoroughly confused
operation, utterly subverting whatever control could have been exercised by
the local commander—a hapless brigadier named William Winder who had
been chosen because he was a relative of the governor of Maryland and was
therefore useful “in mitigating the opposition to the war.”34

In response to these and other deficiencies, Congress took actions both
during and shortly after the war to improve the organizational structures of
the Army and the Navy. In 1813, Congress passed a law that strengthened
the General Staff by setting up a Topographical Department and the
departments of the Adjutant General, Inspector General, Surgeon General,
and Apothecary General. Equally significant was the refinement of the
secretary’s power over these officers, including the authority to issue
regulations to guide their functions and powers.3% Congress occasionally
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amended the charters of various General Staff agencies, but the
enhancement of the secretary’s powers would persist, especially during the
tenure of John C. Calhoun from 1817 to 1825.

Calhoun secured congressional approval for additional staff agencies,
such as the Subsistence Department, which gave him the technical advice
needed to exert unified control of the Army’s administration in accordance
with his responsibilities as secretary. Eventually, this centralization of
authority took on the structural form that became known as the Army’s
bureau system. Although it was an important milestone in the development
of a professional army, the bureau system contained an inherent weakness:
it “meant dividing the management of the Army into specialized segments,
with the General Staff not so much a coherent entity as a collection of
varied experts. It also left unclear the relationship between the staff
headquarters in Washington and the line officers in the military districts
into which the country was divided.”36

Other important changes brought about by Calhoun’s administration
included legislative recognition of the post of commanding general of the
Army in 1821 and the retention of a force structure that enabled the
Regular Army to maintain its peacetime strength at the unprecedented level
of six to twelve thousand officers and men. The net effect of Calhoun’s
efforts was thus to give the Army a structural framework with which it
would operate for the balance of the century, these refinements being a
further indicator of the Army’s instinctive preference for hierarchical
organizational patterns.37

The Navy’s organizational structure also underwent a significant change
in the aftermath of the War of 1812 when a Board of Navy Commissioners
was established by Congress in 1815. The board, consisting of three post
captains—senior captains or those exercising major commands—was
appointed by the president and attached to the secretary’s office. The
legislative objective was to “devolve technical detail with a measure of
administrative responsibility on [these] selected officers, without at the
same time relinquishing civilian control over policy.”38 It is a truism that
civilian control has meant different things at different times to different
people, for shortly after the board’s creation, a dispute broke out between
the secretary and the commissioners over the right to control fleet
movements and naval personnel. The president eventually had to intervene,
and thereafter the secretary’s functions included the oversight of the
operations and discipline of the Navy, while the commissioners confined
themselves to providing technical advice regarding its civil functions,
docks, shipyards, and the like. Although this seems an odd reversal of the



The Roots of Service Autonomy ® 35

usual civilian and military functions, it was both logical and an example of
the Jeffersonian tradition noted earlier. Huntington pointed out that “the
design, construction, and equipment of naval vessels and the operations of the
Navy yards were jobs for experts. Compared to these, discipline, the
assignment of personnel, and the employment of vessels were relatively
simple matters. The man of affairs might still direct the latter; it was
impossible for him to manage the former.”39

This organizational initiative on the part of the Navy provides another
contrast to the Army General Staff, which in the same period had
progressed much further in bringing different functions into its top echelon
of command, an integration that also permitted its top staff officers a wide
degree of latitude in running their bureaus. The Navy pattern was
altogether more austere: its three commissioners had no such differentia-
tion in their responsibilities and their functions remained purely advisory in
nature. A further contrast can be seen in the fact that, by the end of
Calhoun’s incumbency in 1825, the General Staff had achieved “a form so
nearly definitive that no essential changes were needed, even to cope with
the shock of the Civil War . . . and it long served as the model after which
other departments were patterned.”™? By 1829, the Navy commissioners
were confronting the tasks of protecting the rapid expansion of American
maritime commerce and experimenting with steam-powered ships; in both
numbers and complexity these new tasks were so demanding that the board
soon found itself in danger of being—to use the appropriate nautical
metaphor—swamped. The solution would have pleased von Steuben: the
board was kept as before, but now its members subdivided their duties, “so
that each member, giving particular attention to the branch confided to
him, perform[ed] his own part in the most satisfactory manner.™1

Although it is not clear that the Navy was consciously following the
trail blazed by Army organizational growth—as Calhoun’s biographer
seemingly implied—by 1842 the maritime service had its own bureau
system. Although differentiation of function had permitted the Navy
commissioners to work somewhat more efficiently than before, Secretary
of the Navy Abel P. Upshur entered upon his office in 1841 and promptly
reported to Congress:

I have had but a short experience in this department, but a short
experience is enough to display its defects, even to the most
superficial observation. It is, in truth, not organized at all. The labor
to be performed must, under any circumstances, be great and
onerous, but it is rendered doubly so by the want of a proper
arrangement and distribution of duties. At present a multitude of
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duties are imposed upon the head of the department, which any one
of its clerks could discharge as well as himself. . . . Hence, his whole
time is occupied in trifling details, rendering it impossible for him to
bestow the requisite attention upon more important subjects
involving the great interests of the service.42

These lines, which could well have been written by George Washington
prior to the arrival of von Steuben, eventually resulted in Upshur’s
recommending legislation to set up a bureau system within the Navy.
Congress eventually approved five bureaus: Navy-Yards and Docks;
Construction, Equipment, and Repair; Provisions and Clothing; Ordnance
and Hydrography; and Medicine and Surgery43 Congress did not,
however, approve Upshur’s recommendation that the bureau chiefs also be
collectively constituted as a kind of corporate board of directors to the
secretary. The lawmakers’ reasoning on this point is not well covered in
the standard naval histories, but the reorganization was part of a Whig
naval program that had proposed the appropriation of the unheard-of sum
of $8.5 million for the construction of new ships in the wake of the
Anglo-American naval scare of 1840. The Whig program provoked a furor
of sectional clashes, and the result, inevitably, was a compromise that fell
somewhat short of the original proposal. Upshur’s plan for the bureau
chiefs to function as a rough kind of General Staff may have been one
aspect of that compromise, possibly because Congress preferred to deal
with the several bureau chiefs rather than with one collective whole,
especially when any expansion of the Navy meant a burst of construction
funds to be distributed through the nation’s yards, docks, and constituen-
cies. Commenting on the aftermath of this legislative fight, the Sprouts’
history of naval policy states:

A wide geographical distribution of naval patronage and other
spoils was to become the cstablished and accepted method of
securing the majorities necessary to pass naval bills. Selecting naval
personnel on a geographical basis, pouring public funds into
superfluous or poorly located navy yards and other equipment, often
paying exorbitant prices for inferior labor and materials, all for the
purpose of promoting the political fortunes of Senators and
Representatives, were to become distinguishing characteristics of
naval legislation—characteristics which have persisted down to the
present day.44

The Navy was left with an organizational structure that roughly
paralleled its sister service, but stopped short of achieving the latent
potential of such a system for functional integration. The Army’s General
Staff at this time also fell far short of that potential, but the failure of
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Upshur’s recommendation to achieve legislative sanction was an important
historical turning point. The bureaus would grow larger and become well
established, eventually exerting an almost independent influence on policy
determination. As the Sprouts noted, “The essence of this problem was
how to combine thc expert knowledge of the professional naval
bureaucracy, the political leadership of the civilian executive, and the
representative function and legislative power of Congress.” The same
problem also existed in the Army: service autonomy had now yielded a
pair of separate but congruent Iron Triangles4>

Command and Control Perspectives
to the Mid-Nineteenth Century

The middle part of the nineteenth century was in many ways the
classic age of command and control because the technology used to direct
movements of forces on land and at sea had not materially changed since
ancient times.#6 By the 1850s, the steamboat, the railroad, and especially
the telcgraph were ushering in a dimension of strategic control that would
have profound effects on both service autonomy and the personal
autonomy of commanders in the field. It is useful, therefore, to establish a
baseline against which to compare the changes that will be addressed
later.

Classical command and control can also be thought of as “restrictive
command and control” because it typically represented the efforts of a
single commander to extend his ability to control events on a battlefield, an
ability that was subject to the physical limits of terrain, communications,
and weaponry: “Napoleon’s control of the course of battle at Borodino or
Waterloo [1815] was scarcely greater, or less, than that of Marlborough at
Blenheim, a century before, or that of Alexander at Arbela, twenty-one
centuries earlier. Each commander, on each occasion, could see most of
the battlefield™” If the commander’s line of sight represented the
prevailing reality of tactical command, then attempts to extend that line of
sight have represented a large part of tactical control innovations
throughout the history of warfare. Visual distance and the attempt to
extend it were the common concerns of both military and naval
commanders. Alexander’s need to see the battlefield at Arbela (331 B.C)
was basic to the commitment of his reserves, and naval history records an
even earlier example of the practice at the Battle of Salamis (450 B.C)
when Timon of Athens threw his cloak over the sidc of his flagship, thus
signaling the Greek fleet to turn and ram the enemy.48
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The visual signals used in land warfare down through the centuries were
a tribute to human ingenuity. Raised weapons, personal pendants, battle
flags, legion standards, signal torches, and distinctively colored uniforms
were some of the most common devices. Terrain and the dust raised during
battle, however, often limited visual range. (Ironically, the invention with
the greatest potential for visual extension—the telescope—arrived on the
scene at about the same time that black powder was clouding the
battlefield more than ever.) Therefore, visual signals were usually
augmented by audible signals, such as drums, trumpets, march cadences,
and, later, signal cannons. Although these devices could extend the
commander’s ability to direct movements, they usually did not meet the
basic communication requirement for an effective two-way flow of
information. That task was most often the function of the courier or
messenger, who could be used for effective tactical communication within
the combat force and could bridge the gap to whatcver strategic level
existed. History’s best-known example of the strategic use of a courier was
the anonymous runner sent by Miltiades to Athens to inform the council of
the Greek victory at Marathon 49

Visual signals were the prime medium used for the control of naval
movements from antiquity through the nineteenth century. Bonfires, for
example, served as beacons along the English coast to warn of the
approach of the Spanish Armada, and Queen Elizabeth’s naval command-
ers used the placement of the Cross of St. George on different masts as a
signaling device at sea.50 The flag signal system, incorporating a wide
range of pendants and codes, eventually became the primary communica-
tions system during the age of sail. Flags and pennants were repeated by
each ship in the battle line, both to acknowledge receipt of a message and
to pass it on to other ships farther away. This system was adequate for the
generally slow pace of daily sailing, but far more problematic at night, in
bad weather, or in the heat of battle when flags were obscured by cannon
smoke. Naval commanders, then, shared the line-of-sight limitation of their
land army counterparts, even though the line of sight on the ocean was
likely to be greater than on land, owing to the absence of intervening
terrain features.>!

In the matter of strategic connectivity, naval forces presented an interesting
contrast to armies. Although transportation by sea was faster than on land
and it was often possible to use sailing ships as courier vessels, there were
no reliable means of communication with a ship once it was out of sight of
the shore. Oceans being vast and uninhabited, the only alternative was to
rely on the ship’s captain to carry out whatever sailing instructions and
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general orders he was given upon departure. Naturally, he was responsible
for his own actions and those of his ship, always facing the possibility of
later censure or even court-martial if his superiors found reason to question
his actions. The essence of classical naval command and control can
therefore be thought of as tactical autonomy tempered by subsequent
strategic review.52

If the essential test of any command structure is how effectively it
carries out the operational missions of the force that is to be commanded,
then this quaintly decentralized system worked rather well. After the War
of 1812, the Navy embarked upon a long period of gradual but sustained
growth as it assisted in the opening of new markets to American
commerce, patrolled the seas in search of pirates, slavers, and privateers,
and in general began to fulfill the role that Hamilton and other Federalists
had foreseen. These recurring missions in turn led to the formation of
permanent squadrons, not only in American home waters, but also in the
Mediterranean (1815), the Pacific (1821), one each in the Guif of Mexico
and the Caribbean Sea (1822), and one in the South Atlantic (1826). As
always, there was a downside. These widely scattered responsibilities could
not be easily met by a Navy that was still small by European standards, so
most naval deployments consisted of either a single ship or a squadron of
two to three vessels operating under the nominal command of the senior
captain. The dispersion of ships was matched by the simplicity of naval
administration ashore, which still lacked any semblance of a fleet
organization, a deficiency that “unquestionably retarded the development
of the Navy into a synchronized fighting machine. . . . In consequence,
there was little opportunity for the larger group operations necessary to
weld the individual ships into squadrons in fact as well as name.”53

There is little to distinguish the command and control measures used by
the American Army in both the Revolution and the War of 1812 from those
commonly used by other armies of the period, the major difference lying in
the difficulties of communication imposed upon land forces operating in what
was still largely a wilderness with few well-maintained roads. The attendant
limitations upon commanders’ lines of sight tended to make extension of
battlefield control problematic, so that engagements were mostly fought on
relatively restricted frontages; at Germantown, for example, Washington
fought the entire battle in an area less than five miles wide. Under these
conditions, the use of couriers was the only realistic possibility, with
long-distance communications being sent by water whenever possible.

The basic unit of control in the American Army was the battalion of
five hundred to seven hundred men, which in both the Revolution and the



40 m The Roots of Service Autonomy

War of 1812 fought with the linear tactics common in eighteenth-century
warfare. These tactics resulted in largely set-piece engagements in which
both sides had common formations: infantry in the center, cavalry on the
flanks, and artillery and reserves in the rear. After an opening artillery
exchange, the infantry would move forward in lines until the opposing
forces faced each other by less than a hundred yards—a distance largely
dictated by the maximum effective range of the smoothbore musket.
Volleys would be exchanged between the opposing lines until one group or
the other broke and ran, most often as the result of the reserves or the
cavalry being committed at some critical juncture. The leveled bayonets of
the victorious infantry formation would then add to the incentive for the
losing side to flee the battlefield, turning defeat into rout. The problem of
control, however, was no less a problem for the victorious side, since battle
lines and communication with subordinate commanders would usually
disappear once the forces closed with each other. Under those conditions,
it is not hard to see why it was often difficult or impossible to achieve any
sort of follow-up to exploit a tactical victory.34

Strategic control of the American Army was not an apparent problem
during the Revolution, with a chain of command extending from the
Continental Congress through its Board of War to the person of George
Washington as commanding general. The physical proximity of the
nation’s political leadership to the theater of operations was a persistent
problem for the survival of the new republic, but it greatly simplified the
process by which Congress would direct the war, George Washington’s
correspondence being ample proof that he did not feel deprived of civilian
control.

The War of 1812 provided extremes of strategic control, one pole of
which could be seen in the presidential supervision of combat operations
previously mentioned at the Battle of Bladensburg. Monroe’s ability to
intervene in this fashion was again a function, however unhappily, of his
physical proximity to the scene of the action. At more extended ranges,
strategic control over land forces was as disjointed as it was at sea. Just
prior to the outbreak of war in 1812, Brig. Gen. William Hull was given
command in the Northwest becausc he had been a dashing soldier during
the Revolution, but, as the U.S. Army’s official history notes, “by this time,
age and its infirmities had made him cautious and timid.”>> Not knowing
that war had been declared, he sent his military equipment to the West by
ship, only to have it captured by the British who had known for two weeks
that hostilities had commenced. The cause of the fiasco was that a letter
dispatched to Hull by the War Department had been sent in care of the
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Cleveland postmaster, who had been tardy in forwarding it. After this
inauspicious start, Hull continued to have control difficulties, withdrawing
to Detroit when a letter that did arrive convinced him (erroneously) that the
defenses of Fort Mulden, Canada, were formidable. In Detroit, he was
quickly surrounded by the British and their Indian allies, and he thereupon
sent out 350 scouts in search of reinforcements. He later reconsidered this
action and recalled them: “They returned just in time to surrender with
Hull’s entire force.”6

As severe as Hull’s difficulties were, they are overshadowed by a better
known example of the problem of strategic control at extended ranges—the
Battle of New Orleans. Gen. Andrew Jackson won a brilliant victory there
on January 8, 1815, some two weeks following the signing of the Treaty of
Ghent which ended the war.57

The Army that presided over the next thirty years of peace nevertheless
fought major engagements against the Seminoles in Florida as well as the
Sac and Fox Indians under Chief Black Hawk. Indian fighting on the
frontier, like other forms of irregular warfare, called for the greatest
autonomy on the part of battlefield commanders like Jackson. In fact, the
tactical autonomy of the field commander was such a well-established
norm that Jackson complained bitterly to the president when, on one
occasion, the headquarters secretariat bypassed the usual chain of
command and reassigned one of his officers without prior notification38
Apart from dealing with major Indian uprisings, the Army was chiefly
occupied with policing the frontier. Its strength in the years between the
Treaty of Ghent and the outbreak of the Mexican War varied from a low
of 5,702 in 1828 to a high of 12,330 during the Anglo-American crisis of
1840. In 1821, its structure had been cut to a total of seven regiments of
infantry and four regiments of artillery, with the result that its experience
with the integrated movement of mass formations (such as it was) would
fall into disuse. As was the case with its sister service, peacetime functions
would not contribute to wartime effectiveness.5®

The following points summarize the similarities and differences
affecting the command and control of the Army and Navy:

1. Tactical command and control measures generally were well adapted
to the size and capabilities of armies fighting on battlefields that appear
small by today’s standards. The great limiting factor, both in America and
elsewhere, was the commander’s line of sight. Within that radius, existing
means of control were reasonably cffective; they were less so in direct
proportion to the range at which visual control diminished. Within those
limits, however, commanders had a wide range of options for affecting the
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outcomes of engagements by personal intervention. This intervention could
be either indirect, such as committing a reserve formation to the battle, or
direct, such as personally leading a formation into combat. Although line
of sight was also the effective radius for tactical control in naval
engagements, there was a clear difference that the embarked commander
had to contend with:

The complexity of naval command and control lies in the fact that
the naval commander has neither opportunity nor capability to
interject his personality upon some specific segment of his command
in combat. It is not uncommon for a ground-force commander to visit
one of his subordinate units during a moment of crisis. The naval
commander, until a few years ago, carried his flag in one of the
combat units of his battle line. . . . Once combat was joined, therefore,
the naval commander was confined to that particular unit and shared
its fortunes—his ability to control the action limited to signal
communications,5° (Emphasis added)

2. Strategic control during this period was a function of distance. The
Army, having been constrained to fight somc of its most critical
engagements on its own soil in relative proximity to the seat of
government, generally operated with a higher degree of effective civilian
control (sometimes bordering on outright interference) than was the case
with the Navy. Both because of its small size during this period and
because there were no effective methods to extend strategic control over
the horizon, the Navy developed an extremely decentralized pattern of
command and control that can be characterized as tactical autonomy
tempered by strategic review. A parallel can be seen, however, with Army
elements fighting on the frontier; because they were operating across
obstacles and at great distances, they were at least as remote as any naval
force. They tended, therefore, to be equally autonomous in tactical decision
making, yet quite as subject to subsequent strategic review of their actions.

3. The investiture of a significant degree of authority in the person of
the on-scene commander was an essential feature of the classic age of
command and control, extending across both naval and land forces. Given
the factors of distance and the relative inability of prevailing communica-
tions to span that distance in a timely fashion, there was simply no other
alternative except to work through the officers placed in tactical command.
It was possible to relieve and censure the incompetent, and equally
possible to second-guess the competent; but there was little opportunity for
personal intervention upon command authority, and where the opportunity
did exist and was taken, the results were not encouraging. Writing some
years later about such a historical incident during the classic age of
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command and control, Alfred Thayer Mahan would speak for his brother
officers in both services: “To interfere thus with the commander in the
field or afloat is one of the most common temptations to the government in
the cabinet, and is generally disastrous.”! That sentiment obviously
reflects a strictly military viewpoint which, even at the time, might well
have been disputed; however, there is no better summation of the norm of
tactical autonomy bequeathed by the classic era of command and control.

Meeting the Test: Command Structure in the
Mexican War

Although the Mexican War of 1846-48 did not produce any major
changes in the command structures the Army and Navy had set up earlier
in the nineteenth century, it is a good example of how those structures
functioned under the stress of combat. The outcome was a major triumph
of American arms, enlarging the country’s sovereignty by over one million
square miles and thereby bringing about a continental dimension to the future
tasks of national security. The war was the first not to be fought on native
American soil, the first to feature an amphibious operation by the com-
bined forces of the Army and the Navy, and the first to feature a successful
invasion—which compelled the surrender of the enemy’s national capital
and led to the attainment of the war’s original political objective. The war
also showed that service autonomy had resulted in the growth of a more
mature military establishment than the country had had before, one that
was capable of putting into the field a force of over twenty thousand men
and transporting it more than five hundred miles into enemy territory,
while supplying it and providing strategic direction over its movements.

In this last regard, President James K. Polk played an active role,
proving “that a President could run a war.” If service autonomy had
created strong but separate military and naval organizations, Polk showed
that his constitutional and legal role as chief executive was competent to
unify their efforts: “It had been demonstrated that a civilian commander in
chief could and did function effectively as the single center for direction,
authorization, coordination and in lesser degree for control of a larger
military and naval effort. All lines concentrated in the White House. . . .
Thus was achieved a genuine unity of command . . . that succeeded in
keeping in coordination the various movements in the field.”62

Polk achieved this unity of command by using his cabinet as an
executive sounding board for all the important decisions of the war:
“strategic plans, instructions to diplomats, blockade rules, choice of
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generals.”3 By involving the cabinet, he was also able to ensure that the
separate perspectives of the Army and Navy were brought together at the
highest level, an example of which occurred during a cabinet meeting on
the eve of the amphibious landing at Vera Cruz in February 1847. Navy
Secretary John Mason ofthandedly admitted that the USS Ohio and some
other ships had not yet arrived in the Gulf of Mexico to support the
invasion. “The President remarked that he had supposed the Secretaries of
War and Navy to be continuously in conference to coordinate the
movements of their respective forces, and Secretary Mason, much
mortified, left the room to hasten the movement of his ships.”4

It is not at all clear just Aow the secretary proposed to bring about this
haste, given the general difficulty of controlling naval movements and the
specific problem of getting messages from the capital to the zone of
operations—two to three weeks away by steamer. It is clear, however, that
coordination at the top was inadequate. The Navy’s bureaus were simply
not chartered to act as a corporate body. The Army bureaus performed
their assigned administrative functions well enough, but were similarly
unable to come together to assist in the planning of strategy or operations;
those responsibilities fell almost solely to Winfield Scott, then command-
ing general of the army. Although Scott was equal to the task, there was no
institutional body below the level of the cabinet to translate political
objectives into strategic plans or to coordinate the movements of the
expeditionary forces. And when General Scott left Washington to
command the invasion of Mexico in 1847, “a one-man general staff gave
way to none at all” as the president, the secretary of war, and the burcau
chiefs became the Army’s “headquarters.”>

Coordination in the field was much better: relations between the naval
and ground force commanders were generally excellent although marred by
some incidents that shed light on both the past and the future. The Navy,
having concentrated one of the largest flotillas in its history, commanded
the sea, cutting Mexico off from foreign suppliers and supporting the
Army’s movements ashore. The largest of these movements commenced
with the amphibious landing at Vera Cruz referred to above. That operation,
which took place under the watchful eyes of nearby British, French, and
Spanish naval vessels, was unopposed by the Mexicans but still a brilliant
success by any standard. Ten thousand troops were landed in four hours,
debarked from the transporting ships by sixty-five heavy surf boats, which
were then towed to shore by steamers. Once ashore, Scott found that his
artillery was not adequate to reduce the walls of the town’s fortress and
requested that the flotilla commander, Commodore Matthew C. Perry,



The Roots of Service Autonomy & 45

lend his heavier naval cannon to the effort. “Certainly, General,” Perry is
supposed to have replied, “but I must fight them.” Naval crews then
accompanied the six naval guns that were landed and dragged into position
before the city walls. Service prestige thus assured, the bombardment soon
commenced and the besieged garrison promptly surrendered 66

Similarly, in California, Commodore Robert F. Stockton commanded a
flotilla operating under conditions quite as remote and decentralized as any
in the service’s history. Shortly after the war began, Stockton was
instructed to seize control of the California coastline and as much of the
interior of the territory as was practicable. At this moment, however, Capt.
John C. Frémont cntered Monterey at the head of an irregular force known
as the California Battalion and became embroiled in a dispute with
Stockton as to which of them would exercise overall command. An
agreement was eventually reached that allowed Frémont to retain
operational control over the Army contingent while Stockton exercised
overall authority 57

This agreement was successful in that the two small forces were able to
subdue most of the California territory (although the achievement was
mitigated by the fact that resistance was light). It was less successful when
Gen. Stephen W. Kearny arrived with his Army of the West to take control
of the occupation under the terms of a presidential directive, only to find
that Stockton refused to recognize his authority. The situation was not
resolved until the arrival of Stockton’s replacement in 1847.68

Neither of these incidents, of course, affected the outcome of the war,
and it is possible to ascribe both of them to personality differences,
perhaps aggravated by the uncertainties of new situations. A closer look,
however, suggests that whatever impact personalities may have had was
almost certainly sccondary to the accumulated effects of a half-century or
more of service autonomy. Separate service organizations, first de facto
and then de jure, had developed around a basic division of labor. Each
service faced severe challenges in coping with its unique operational
environment, and each developed a certain body of instinctive responses to
those challenges. Not the least of the differences that naturally developed
was a disparity in perspective regarding command relationships. The Army
approach was built around the principles of mass, subordination, and
concentration of force. It stressed a strictly hierarchical organization that
distributed the commander’s authority through the ranks and echelons in a
pyramiding control structure that enabled him to intervene personally and
directly as the tactical situation required. The Navy approach was, from the
outset, far more federal in character, not only because of the relatively



46 ®m  The Roots of Service Autonomy

small number of ships to be controlled, but also because of the extremely
limited means of controlling them. Equally significant was the relative
inability of naval commanders to intervene with their subordinates as often
or as effectively as their ground force counterparts did.

The organizations that created General Scott and Commodore Perry, or
General Kearny and Commodore Stockton, had also inculcated in them
certain norms regarding command and expectations of what was
appropriate and what was not in exercising the attendant means of control.
The Navy under Perry was operating under conditions of strategic control
much like what the Army had been accustomed to from the beginning: only
several weeks separated the dispatch of messages from the seat of govern-
ment from their arrival at the theater of operations. That fact, along with
the strong coordination requirements imposed by President Polk, close
observation by foreign rivals, and, above all, the presence of the enemy,
worked to ensure that cooperation between Scott and Perry would be
consistently strong—and that the only matter of contention would be trivial
and quickly put behind them.

The ground forces under Frémont and Kearny were, in contrast,
operating under conditions of strategic control that had almost always
characterized naval operations: Kearny at San Diego was making decisions
that were every bit as remote from White House supervision as those made
by Preble, Bainbridge, and Decatur at Tripoli a generation earlier. With the
two services thus operating under conditions of the most relaxed strategic
control, it is not surprising that a conflict over command should have
developed. It is interesting, not to say ironic, that the method chosen for
resolving what was essentially a competition over the norms of subordina-
tion and control was a formula roughly corresponding to the arrangement
characterizing today’s unified and component commands. Given the
Navy’s ideas about subordination in general, it is also not surprising that
even this agreement would come to an end when it appeared that naval
forces would be subjected to the “unified command™ of General Kearny.
Without the pressure of a military threat, acrimony was predictable.
Stockton and Kearny were, after all, the local representatives of two
similar but autonomous organizations; those institutions shared a common
purpose with respect to the nation’s defense, but they were maturing under
different political and operational conditions. Those differences would
become more rather than less profound as the nation, following its
triumphs in Mexico and California, drifted uneasily toward the Civil War.



3 Paradigms on Land and Sea,
1861-1921

The circumstances of warfare that required the services
to work in concert were few in number during the first three-
quarters of a century of the nation’s existence, but increased
markedly during the three major wars fought between 1861 and
1921. The Civil War, the Spanish-American War, and World
War | eventually resulted in the adoption of the doctrine of
mutual cooperation—a descriptive and prescriptive term for the
proper exercise of operations whenever both services were
involved. Equally significant during this period was the extension
of command and control in both the tactical and strategic arenas
as the telegraph and the wireless ushered in the age of telecom-
munications. The integration of these systems into the fighting
apparatus of both services was one aspect of the attempt to gain
control of the enormous complexities that technological change
brought to warfare during the nineteenth century. Another was
the growth of staffs which brought about during this period the
Army General Staff and a comparable structure in the Office of
the Chief of Naval Operations.

These developments took place against a backdrop of attempts
to understand the principles of warfare, in both their articulation
and their application, on land and sea. Strategic thought in the
nineteenth century arose from the teachings of Antoine-Henri
Jomini but would, in the development of its American approach,
cmbrace two competing paradigms—that offered by Karl von
Clausewitz with its prescriptions for land warfare and that of
Alfred Thayer Mahan with his classic analysis of the importance
of seapower. The final result of these developments—the
extension of battlefield control, the development of sophisticated
staff arrangements, and the existence of two related but different
strategic paradigms—constituted the next stage in the growth of
service autonomy, which would be increasingly challenged as
the nature of warfare changed in the twentieth century.
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Prologue: Toward a Paradigm of Land Warfare

Any discussion of nineteenth-century warfare must include an
appreciation of the impact the writings of Antoine-Henri Jomini had on the
generation of military leaders who applied—or misapplied—the teachings
he derived from Napoleonic battlefields. Jomini, a Swiss native who
attached himself to Napoleon’s staff, lived to the age of ninety
(1779-1869) and exercised a pervasive influence as the chronicler and
interpreter of the emperor’s campaigns. His Précis de I'art de la guerre
was published in a complete edition in 1838, and was both a history of
those Continental wars and an attempt to deduce from them certain
immutable principles of strategy. His was the first modern work that
attempted such a systematic approach. In it he set forth four basic maxims
of strategic planning:

1. To throw by strategic movements the mass of an army, successively,
upon the decisive points of a theater of war, and also upon the
communications of the enemy as much as possible without compromising
one’s own.

2. To maneuver to engage fractions of the hostile army with the bulk of
one’s forces.

3. On the battlefield, to throw the mass of the forces upon the decisive
point, or upon that portion of the hostile line which it is of the first
importance to overthrow.

4. To so arrange that these masses shall not only be thrown upon the
decisive point, but that they shall engage at the proper times and with energy.!

If the objective of warfare was the concentration of mass at the most
critical point, then what determined where that point existed? Jomini
argued that strategic points might be geographical, such as a mountain pass
or the confluence of two rivers; they might be political centers; they might
be established incidentally as armies maneuvered in relation to their lines
of communication; or they might be sites that held a political significance
for countries allied in a war. Capturing these critical points, or preventing
the enemy from doing so, ought to be the objective of strategy. This, rather
than the aimless maneuvers of eighteenth-century armies, was what, in
Jomini’s view, constituted the core of Napoleon’s genius in making himself
the master of Europe.2

Equally important to Jomini’s formulation was the idea that the pursuit
of these objectives should follow according to definite lines of operations
that would optimize the direction of an advance while permitting
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movement by both interior and exterior lines. The exterior line of an
advancing army would maintain overall direction, gain territory, and
provide the shield for the interior lines, the chief functions of which were
to provide communications and, most critically, to allow for the rapid
shifting of forces brought to bear at strategic points. The emphasis on the
acquisition of territory captured much of the essence of land warfare and
for the first time provided a methodology that was theoretical and
practical. “In his theory the campaign occupies the central and decisive
position. The purpose of warfare is to occupy all or part of the enemy’s
territory. Such occupation is accomplished by the progressive domination
of zones of occupation; and this domination is possible only if the
campaign is planned carefully before the outbreak of hostilities. . . . The
task of strategy is to make those preliminary plans.”3

It is difficult to overstate the impact of Jomini’s teachings on
nineteenth-century military thought. Because Napoleon had emerged in the
early years of that century as one of the great captains of history, it was
natural that the articulator of his campaigns and methods should have
enjoyed some measure of reflected glory. Jomini’s influence in the United
States was to be profound, accomplished chiefly through the work of two
men: Dennis Hart Mahan and Henry Wager Halleck. Mahan graduated
from the United States Military Academy first in his class in 1824 and,
after studying in France, returned to West Point as a faculty member, a
position he held from 1832 to 1871. Thoroughly conversant with Jomini’s
teachings, he was the professor who taught the principles of warfare to the
generation of cadets who later became the leaders on both sides of the
Civil War. One of his most prominent students was Henry Wager ‘Halleck
of the Class of 1839, who became a translator of Jomini’s works, the
author of The Elements of Military Art and Science in 1846, and chief of
staff to Abraham Lincoln during the Civil War. His book is replete with
Jominian precepts, stressing the offensive as the key to victory. That
principle led in turn to his declaration that “the first and foremost rule of
the offensive is, to keep your forces concentrated as much as possible. This
will not only prevent misfortune, but secure victory since . . . you possess
the power of throwing your whole force upon any exposed point of your
enemy’s position.™ Concentration of force had thus achieved the status of
a major precept of American military thought, a Jominian legacy that in
many ways continues to the present day.

This legacy did not, however, extend to the American command
structure or contribute very much to the development of the military staff
as the agency for successfully combining arms on the battlefield while
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ensuring unity of command. This is not to say that those developments
were not present in the military record of Napoleon or the writings of
Jomini. The Imperial Headquarters under Napoleon’s chief of staff
Louis-Alexandre Berthier, for example, featured a well-developed general
staff with permanent sections responsible for the major administrative
functions: artillery supply, topography, military police, personnel. Similar
staff sections made up the major field commands and corps headquarters.
It is possible, however, that though Jomini’s American readers paid lip
service to his strictures concerning the importance of staff preparations,
they were far more intrigued by the operational side of the Napoleonic
staff. While Berthier supervised the administrative functions of the armies,
operational matters were largely handled through the Maison, which
reported directly to Napoleon. Small cells existed within the Maison that
would roughly correspond to the operations and intelligence sections of a
modern headquarters; but thc most important components of the system
were the aides-de-camp, trusted senior officers who were dispatched on
special missions by the emperor as the situation demanded.’

These officers, usually brigadiers or major generals, were the means by
which Napoleon injected his personal genius into diverse battlefield
situations—much as a football coach sends in a play from the sidelines.
The problem, of course, was that the system did not work as well without a
Napoleon. The American staff system—if it can be called that—did not
feature a well-organized arrangement of staffs within its tactical echelons
until the twentieth century. Instead, Civil War commanders, although
fascinated by Napoleon, tended to focus more on his tactics than on the
prosaic but equally essential staff and administrative system that
accompanied his operational genius. Their oversight is understandable.
Napoleon’s actions were conducted in a language of command and
operations that was instinctively understood by, say, a captain of dragoons
chasing Indians on the frontier. To the same officer, serving in an Army
whose entire complement averaged between ten and fifteen thousand men
in the years separating the Mexican and Civil wars, Berthier’s elaborate
staff system and the grande armée it administered must have seemed
almost unimaginable.

Ironically, this inattention to staff development took place at precisely
the time the technology of the Industrial Revolution had spawned four
major advances whose application to land warfare would create unprec-
edented capabilities and challenges for the extension of command and
control: the telegraph, the railroad, the steamship, and the rifled projectile.
The most revolutionary of these capabilities was the electric telegraph
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invented by Samuel F. B. Morse, which, by 1844, had demonstrated its
ability to transmit long-distance messages. Telegraph wires quickly linked
the cities and regions of the country as private companies rushed to exploit
the commercial potential of the new medium. By the time of the Civil War,
both sides were able to make use of a well-developed communications
infrastructure of land lines, telegraph stations, and trained operators.
Although the military applications of the new technology were a matter for
constant experimentation throughout the conflict, its utility had already been
demonstrated by the British in the Crimean War in 1854 and by the French
five years later in the Franco-Austrian War—the latter case showing that
field telegraph lines could extend even to an army’s front and flanks6

The companion technology to the telegraph was the railroad; its
advances in strategic mobility were as far-reaching as those of electronic
signaling in strategic communications. The potential for the rapid
movement of troops by rail fit well with Jomini’s teachings concerning the
concentration of force via interior lines, even as rail cars promised to
resolve the immemorial problem of slow and ponderous logistical support.
As Emest Fisher pointed out, a horse-drawn “wagon could transport about
2 tons a distance of about 20 miles a day, while a train car could transport
10 tons perhaps 350 miles per day, an improvement factor on the order of
about 100.”7 Army officers played a prominent role in scouting and
defending railroad routes across the frontier, and many left the service to
become railroad executives in their own right. The Union and Confederate
armies would put this wealth of experience to good use in testing the
military capabilities of the new technology under the stress of combat.8

The same principles by which steam was harnessed for railroad
locomotives were applied to develop the steamship for use by navies.
Under the leadership of Commodore Matthew C. Perry, the U.S. Navy was
quick to realize the benefits of steam propulsion, although a building
program for the new vessels was hampered by naval conservatism, fiscal
constraints, and design flaws. For one thing, early steamships such as the
Fulton II mounted paddle wheels on either side, a feature that made the
vessel extremely vulnerable to gunfire and cut down on the number of
cannon that could be mounted. Capt. John Ericsson’s invention and
perfection of the underwater screw propeller corrected both problems, and
in 1842 the Navy launched two steam cruisers, the Missouri and the
Mississippi. By 1861, the service had a complement of over ninety vessels,
a dozen of which were steam cruisers—"first-class vessels armed with guns
unsurpassed in any navy.” The chief implication of steam propulsion for
command and control was that it made the movement of naval vessels far



52 ® Paradigms on Land and Sea

less susceptible to the vagaries of winds and currents, and more amenable
to human direction. This increase in the regularity of ship movement and
direction meant a corresponding increase in the speed and scope of naval
communications, as packet vessels began to fill the same functions on sea
as couriers did on land. And at least as significant was the fact that the
increased use of steam vessels on rivers opened up greater possibilities for
naval support of land operations, suggesting, however, a range of new
problems for the command and control of joint forces.!0

The fourth technology to have an impact on command and control was
the rifled projectile, so called because of the rifling, or internal grooves, on
the interior of a firearm’s barrel that imparted a spin to the projectile as it
left the muzzle, greatly increasing its accuracy. Some artillery of the Civil
War was rifled, notably the Parrott gun, but most was not, and the
twelve-pound Napoleon muzzle-loaded smoothbore became the most
common ficldpicce. Naval artillery would undergo the same change in the
later years of the century, an evolution foreseen by the Navy’s foremost
gunnery expert, Adm. John A. Dahlgren, in 1859. Union and Confederate
ships, however, fought the war using eleven- and fifteen-inch smoothbore
cannon as the weapons of choice.!! The rifled projectile had its greatest
effect on the Civil War infantry. Smoothbore muskets had not been accurate
much beyond one hundred to two hundred yards, but the Springfield and
Enfield rifles manufactured after 1855 were capable of effective ranges of
four hundred to six hundred yards, with maximum ranges of almost a
thousand yards. Although rifling was a technique long known to gunsmiths,
much of the new effectiveness of weapons was due to the adoption of the
minié ball, a conical projectile that expanded to meet the rifled grooves
when the gun was fired. The tremendous striking power now placed in the
hands of infantrymen would eventually spell the end of eighteenth-century
linear warfare tactics, since concentrated battle lines invited concentrated
slaughter. As battle lines spread out in response, the problem of command
and control would become steadily more acute, for the advances in
weaponry were not accompanied by corresponding changes in organization
or technique. Tactical control would thus become the most intractable of
the many problems on the extended battlefields of the Civil War.12

Each of these technological changes represented a vast potential for
change, yet, as the Civil War was soon to show, change was not something
the American military command structure was prepared for—however
much its talent for improvisation might help overcome the effects of early
ineptitude and lack of foresight. If the Army was largely unaware of the
great strides in military organization made by the French under Berthier, it
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was blissfully ignorant of the even more comprehensive changes that had
now made the Prussian general staff system the finest in Europe. This
oversight again is somewhat understandable, given that the prevailing
model was French and that Napoleon had beaten the Prussians so
decisively at the Battle of Jena in 1806. What lessons could the losing side
offer beyond the heuristic value of a bad example? It was precisely that
defeat, however, that led to the reforms in the Prussian Army made by
Gerhard von Scharnhorst and August von Gneisenau, improvements that
resulted in Prussian victories over the Austrians in 1866 and the French in
1871. Those victories gave the Prussian system a credibility that made
their systematic approach to warfare all the more appealing in light of the
demonstrated failures of the American Army during the Civil War. Since
the Prussian system became the model for many reformers in the American
Army after the war, it is appropriate to review it here briefly.

In his book on the Prussian-German General Staff, Trevor Dupuy aptly
characterizes that system as an attempt to “institutionalize genius—or at
least try to perfect a system that could perpetuate military excellence
through the vagaries of change.”!3 Scharnhorst and the reformers
recognized that the extension of the commander’s control on the battlefield
and the growing demands of military administration had resulted in the
growth of staffs from regimental to corps and army levels. Their objective
was to organize those staffs so they would serve as the central unifying
influence to prepare the army in peacetime for its wartime functions and,
when war came, to assist in meeting its operational objectives. The
proponent agency for both tasks would be the General Staff, headed by a
chief, whose function was to provide the king with military advice, thereby
combining military excellence with the dynamics of political control.

Equally important were the educational establishments set up to train
the officer corps in general and to select and groom prospective General
Staff candidates. At the head of the system stood the Kriegsakademie, the
central repository for theoretical investigations into the art of war and the
principal agency for the final grooming of those selected for General Staff
service. The system was especially well suited for the exploration of new
ideas, primarily because of the lateral linkages established between the
educational and operational sides of the General Staff. Because of those
linkages, the Prussian Army was quick to seize upon the potential of the
telegraph after Morse’s demonstration in 1844 and to investigate its
military applications in a systematic way. Similarly impressive was its
response to Germany’s first railway, which opened in 1835; by 1837, the
General Staff was studying its use in speeding the nation’s mobilization for
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war.!4 And the same dynamism led the Prussian Army to equip its infantry
with breech-loading rifles during the period 1848-60, the first in the world
to do so.

The contrast between the Prussian and American systems could not
have been more stark. Where the one was organized and systematic, the
other was either haphazard or nonexistent. Although bureau systems
existed in both the U.S. Army and the Navy, there was nothing even
approaching the careful organization of successive staff echelons that
characterized the Prussian system. There is probably no better demonstra-
tion of the vast gulf between the systems than a mission on which three
Army officers embarked in 1855. Led by Maj. Richard Delafield, the men
were sent to Europe on an observation tour by Secretary of War Jefferson
Davis, who was concerned that the Army be kept abreast of important
military developments on the Continent. The officers returned two years
later and, in 1861, published their findings in a volume entitled The Art of
War in Europe. The book provided elaborate commentary and illustrations
of weaponry, fortifications, even the organization of regimental stables-
—but it failed even to mention that there was such a thing as the Prussian
General Staff. Even more interesting is the fact that one of those Army
officers was Capt. George B. McClellan, who in due course was placed in
command of the Union Army. His occasional difficulties in that position
coupled with his tour of the Continent gave an ironic twist to this statement
in his memoirs: “One of the greatest defects of our military system is the
lack of a thoroughly instructed STAFF CORPS. . . . Perhaps the greatest
difficulty that I encountered in creating the Army of the Potomac arose
from the scarcity of thoroughly instructed staff officers, and I must frankly
state that every day I myself felt the disadvantages under which I
personally labored from the want of that thorough theoretical and practical
education received by the officers of the German General Staff,”’!3

The Prussian General Staff, then, was the model of operational art that
the more perceptive thinkers in the Army turned to in the aftermath of the
Civil War. If Jominian precepts, or more exactly the American
interpretations of Jominian precepts, had not provided the answer to the
riddle of Civil War strategy, they had at least created the beginnings of
disciplined military thought and had provided an overall concept of what
land warfare was all about. The paradigm would become sharper and yet
more generalized as American military thought turned in the last quarter of
the ninetcenth century to the work of Karl von Clausewitz. Not translated
into English until 1873, his book Vom Kriege (On War) became a classic
of military thought and the dominant paradigm on the conduct of land
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warfare, As a twentieth-century writer put it, “A military writer who, after
Clausewitz writes upon war, runs the risk of being likened to the poet who,
after Goethe, attempts a Faust, or after Shakespeare, a Hamlet.”!6

What Clausewitz brought to his subject was an unparalleled breadth
and clarity of vision that explained both the essencs of warfare (“War is
thus an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will”)!7 and its
appropriate context (“war is not a mere act of policy but . . . a
continuation of political activity by other means. . . . The political object
is the goal, war is the means of reaching it, and means can never be
considered in isolation from their purpose”).!8 Far more than Jomini, he
emphasized the importance of the battle as the decisive factor in war, with
the conquering of the enemy’s forces rather than the mere occupation of
his territory as the primary means for achieving victory. He was equally
direct in his prescription for its accomplishment: “The best strategy is
always to be very strong; first in general and then at the decisive point. . .
. there is no higher and simpler law in strategy than that of keeping one’s
forces concentrated.”!® The composition of those forces ideally represent
a mix of artillery and cavalry with strong infantry as the inevitable
centerpiece so that “a combination of the three arms leads to a more
complete use of all of them.”20 He was also concerned that the
proliferation of subordinate echelons made necessary by these combina-
tions not be allowed to interfere with unity of command. That advice fully
reflected the limitations of the classical age of command and control and
is not without contemporary significance as well:

There is no denying that the supreme command of an army . . . is
markedly simpler if orders only need to be given to three or four
other men; yet a general has to pay dearly for that convenience in
two ways. First, an order progressively loses speed, vigor and
precision the longer the chain of command it has to travel, which is
the case where there are corps commanders placed between the
divisional commanders and the general. Second, a general’s personal
power and effectiveness diminishes in proportion to the increase in
the sphere of action of his closest subordinates. A general can make
his authority over 100,000 men felt more strongly if he commands by
means of eight divisions than by means of three divisions2!

Clausewitz did not live to see the Prussian General Staff built into the
institution that would help overcome the natural tendencies for subordinate
echelons to subvert the control of the commander. Although he did not,
therefore, deliver the same sort of definitive advice on its use and
composition that he did on other aspects of the Army, he indirectly
suggested the General Staff’s true function when discussing the property of
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military genius which is the critical element in the character of a military
commander (Napoleon being the obvious example):

What we have to do is to bring under consideration every
common tendency of the powers of the mind and soul towards the
business of War, the whole of which common tendencies we may
look upon as the essence of military genius. We say 'common,’ for
just therein consists military genius, that it is not one single quality
bearing upon War . . . but that it is an harmonious association of
powers, in which one or the other may predominate, but none must
be in opposition.22

The General Staff was to be the agency for bringing about this
harmonious association of the powers, reconciling the competing demands
of administration and operations, optimizing the mix and employment of its
combat branches, and, most important, amplifying rather than attenuating
the commander’s control through subordinate echelons.

This approach was complementary to the unity of view that Clausewitz
maintained for all facets of the problem of land warfare, and as his
teachings became the dominant theoretical model for armies as the
nineteenth century drew to a close, the Prussian General Staff became the
dominant practical model. Together they formed a paradigm for land
warfare that was above all a prescription for the totality of war on land as
the ultimate form of national expression. Jominian ideals would never
entirely pass from the scene, but they were somewhat eclipsed by the
hindsight of the American Civil War and the image it conveyed of the total
mobilization of the nation’s resources united in the attrition and destruction
of the enemy force. For the U.S. Army, its organization, structure, and
functions would eventually come to be measured against this paradigm.
The precepts of concentration of force, employment of the combined arms,
and the maintenance of unity of command had been elevated from casual
instinct to prescriptive strategy, with all those factors displayed against a
backdrop of technological development that, as the century drew to a
close, the Army was anxious to exploit.

The American Civil War on Land and Sea

Despite the many developments in combat on land and sea brought
about by the Civil War, its impact on the American command structure
was minimal—at least in terms of forcing immediate and fundamental
structural change. In many ways, the war even tended to support the belief
that the mechanisms for strategic control of the Army and Navy,
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particularly those responsible for their administration, had worked rather
well. Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton had been primarily responsible
for the smooth operation of the Army’s bureau system, which had
expanded to meet the needs of an Army that enrolled more than 2.5 million
men between 1861 and 1865. Equally impressive was its consistently
sustained logistical support for a force that eventually comprised some
“1,696 regiments of infantry, 272 of cavalry and 78 of artillery,” support
that meant moving six hundred tons of supplies each day for each theater
army from depots to encampments 23

Although it was necessary to create three assistant secretaries of war during
the conflict, probably the most impressive achievement of all was the fact
that “the organization of the existing staff departments or military bureaus
was not materially altered during the period of the war, although their
official and clerical force was augmented from time to time to perform the
increased amount of work imposed upon them.”2¢ Somewhat more modifi-
cation had to be made in the organization of the Navy Department, given
the scope of its activities: “From 1861 to 1865 the number of ships
